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(The works are published in Greek unless otherwise noted.) 
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Eulog., Or. 


Def. 


Euth. Zig., Pan. 
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1875), 54-239; cf. also PG 76, 9-248. 

Ps.-Leontius of Byzantium (Theodore of Raithu?), De Sectis: 
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209-13, 

Euthymius Zigabenus, Panoplia Dogmatica: PG 130, 33-1360. 
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Facundus of Hermiane, Pro Defensione Trium Capitulorum, 
ad Justinianum: ed. J.-M, Clément and R. Vander Plaetse, CCL 
90*, 3-398; cf. also PL 67, 527-82. 
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42154 [Syr] 
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‘Calasius, De Duab. 


Nat. [Lat.] 


Innoc. Mar. [Lat.] 


oan. Caes., Apol. 
Conc. Chalc. {Gk. 


Adv. Aphthart. 
Ctr. Mon. 


Joan. Cass., De Inc. 
Dom. [Lat] 
: Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac. 


Key to the Apparatus of Leontius’s Florilegia xi 


A monophysite florilegium in a manuscript of the eighth or 
ninth century; cf. W. Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts 
in the British Museum II (London, 1871), 976-89. (f. 18° 
publ. by J.B. Pitra, Analecta Sacra IV (Paris, 1883), 183). 


A monophysite florilegium in an eighth-cent. manuscript; cf. 
Wright II, 921-55. (f. lll’ publ. by J. B. Pitra, Analecta Sacra IV, 
183). 


An anti-Chalcedonian collection compiled before 562, 
incorporating florilegia of Timothy Aelurus (q.v.). cf. Wright 
II, 639-48; E. Schwartz, Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431, 117-32. 


Florilegium Cyrillianum (Le Florilége Cyrillien refuté 

Par Sévére d’ Antioche): ed. R. Hespel, BMus 37 (Louvain, 
1955). 

Florilegium in cod. B. M. Syr. Add. 12156, ff. 69-80: ed. 

L. Rucker, Florilegium Edessenum Anonymum, SBAW 
(1933), 5. 

Florilegium in cod. Moscow Lenin 131 (Fund. 339), ff. 
15°-23". 

Florilegium in cod. Marcianus Graecus Z573 ff. 30°47". 
Fulgentius of Ruspe, Epistulae: ed. J. Fraipont, CCL 91, 
189-444; cf. also PL 65, 303-498. 

Pope Gelasius I, De duabus naturis in Christo, adversus 
Eutychem et Nestorium: ed. A. Thiel Epistulae Romanorum 
Pontificum Genuinae I (Braunsberg, 1868), 530-57; cf. also 
E, Schwartz, Publizistische Sammlungen zum Acacianischen 
Schisma (ABAW NE 10: Munich, 1934), 85-106. 

George of Kaphra, Ep. ad Mind: tr.O. Braun, Das Buch der 
Synhados (Stuttgart and Vienna, 1900), 348-71. 

Innocent of Maroneia, Ep. ad Thomam Presbyterum, de 
collatione cum Severianis habita: ed. E. Schwartz, ACO IV, 2, 
169-84, 

John of Caesaraea, Apologia Concilii Chalcedonensis, 
Fragments: ed. M. Richard CCG 1, 6-58. 


Adversus Aphthartodocetas: ibid. 69-78. 
Capitula XVII contra Monophysitas: ibid. 61-6. 


John Cassian, De Incarnatione Domini: ed. M. Petschenig, 
CSEL 17; cf. also PL 50, 9-272. 


John Damascene, Contra Jacobitas: ed. Bonifatius Kotter, 
Die Schriften des hl, Johannes von Damaskos lV (Berlin, 1981), 
109-53. 
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Joan. Max., Lib. Fid. 
[Lat.] 


Just., Ctr. Mon. 


Conf. Rect. Fid. 
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Leo, Tomus I 


Tomus I [Flor.in 
Lat] 
Leont. Byz., CNE 
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CA 
DTN 


Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon. 
Max. Conf., Ep. 15 
Nest., Sermones 
Niceph., Antirrh. II 

Antirrh IV 
Pamph. 


Pelagius Il, Ep. 3 ad 
Episc. Histr. [Lat.] 


Petrus Diaconus et al., 


Epist. ad Episc. [Lat.] 


Ps.-Joan. Mar. [Syr.] 


John Maxentius, Libellus Fidet: ed. E. Schwartz, ACO IV, 2, 
3-10; cf. also PG 86, 79-86. 


Justinian, Contra Monophysitas (Schreiben an Alexandrinische 
Ménche): ed. E. Schwartz, Drei dogmatische Schriften 
Justinians (ABAW, NF 8 (Munich, 1939), 5-43); cf. also PG 86, 
1104—45, 

Confessio Rectae Fidei (Edikt iiber den rechten Glauben): 

ed. E, Schwartz, ibid. 72-111; cf. also PG 86, 993-1035. 
Contra Tria Capitula: ed. E. Schwartz, ibid. 47-69; cf. also PG 
86, 1041-95. 

Pope Leo I, Tomus ad Flavianum (= Ep. 28): in Conc. Chalc., 
Acta, ed. E. Schwartz, ACO IL, 1, 1, 10-20; cf. also PL 54, 
755-82. 

Tomus ad Leonem Augustum (= Ep. 165): ibid., ACO II, 4, 
113-31; cf. also PL 54, 1155-90. 

Leontius of Byzantium, Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos: 
this vol., pp. 1-74. 


Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum: this vol., pp. 201-25, 
Contra Aphthartodocetas: this vol., pp. 109-44. 


Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos: this vol., 
pp. 145-200. 


Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Monophysitas PG 86, 
1769-901, 


Maximus Confessor, Ep. 15, ad Cosmam Diaconum: PG 91, 
544-76. 


Nestorius, Sermones: ed. E. Loofs, Nestoriana: die Fragments 
des Nestorius (Halle, 1905). 


Nicephorus the Patriarch, Antirrhetica I: ed. J. B. Pitra, 
Spicilegium Solesmense | (Paris, 1852), 302-70. 


Antirrhetica IV: part 1: ibid. 371-503; part 2: ibid. IV 
(Paris, 1858), 292-380. 


Pamphilus of Jerusalem, Quaestiones et Responsiones: 
ed. José Declerck, CCG 19. 


Pope Pelagius I, Epistula 3 ad Episcopos Histriae: ed. E. 
Schwartz, ACO IV, 2, 112, 1. 15-132, 1.37; cf. also PL 72, 
715-38, 


Peter the Deacon and others, Epistula ad Episcopos (included. 
among the works of Fulgentius of Ruspe): ed. J. Fraipont, 
CCL 91%, 551-62; cf. also PL 65, 442-51. 


Pseudo-John Maron, Libellus Fidei: ed. Michael Breydy, 
CSCO 497-8 (Leuven, 1988). 


‘Corr. et Incorr. 


Sev. ‘Ant, ad Neph, 
isyt] 
‘Ad Serg. [Syr.] 


‘Antiljul. [Syr] 


Ctr. Gram. [Syr,] 


Syn. Sel. Ctes. [Syr.] 


Ps,-Leont. Byz., Flor. 


Ru Diac., Syn. [Lat.] 


“Sermo maior de Fide” 


yin. Lat. [Gr. and Lat.] 
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Pseudo-Leontius of Byzantium, Florilegium de Corruptibili 
et Incorruptibili, in cod. Vatopedi 236: for contents and partial 
publication, cf. M. Richard, Le Muséon 86 (1973), 249-73. 


Rusticus Diaconus, Synodicon {= Coll, Cas.): ed. E. Schwartz, 


- ACO T, 3-4. 


Pseudo-Athanasius, “Sermo maior de Fide” (florilegium in 
cod. Laur. Gr. IV, 23): ed, E, Schwartz, SBAW (1924), 6. 


Severus of Antioch, Orationes ad Nephalium: ed. and tr. 
]. Lebon, CSCO Script. Syr. IV, 7 (Louvain, 1949). 


Epistulae ad Sergium: ed. and tr.J. Lebon, CSCO Script. 

Syr. IV, 7 (Louvain, 1949). 

Antijulianistica (La Polémique Antijulianiste) I-III; ed. 

and tr. R. Hespeil, CSCO Script. Syr. 104-5, 124-7, 136-7 
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Liber contra Impium Grammaticum: ed. and tr. J. Lebon: Orat. 
I-II: CSCO Script. Syr. 58-9 (Louvain, 1952); Orat. III, 1: 
CSCO Script. Syr IV, 5 (Louvain, 1929); Orat. III, 2: CSCO 
Script. Syr. IV, 6 (Paris, 1933). 

Expositio Fidei, Fragments: in Doctr. Patr. 2 LI (24, 
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Philalethes (Le Philaléthe): ed. and tr. R. Hespel CSCO Script. 
Syr. 68~9 (Louvain, 1952). 
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I, THE AUTHOR AND HIS TIMES 


‘Modern attempts to speak of the person of Jesus within the framework of the 
Christian tradition usually begin with the dense, technically worded formula- 
tion produced, after several decades of heated controversy, by the Council of 
Chalcedon in the year 451; for most Christians, this statement provides the 
‘pecessary foundation for an orthodox understanding of who and what Jesus is. 
There, after reviewing the earlier creedal formulas for Christian theism prom- 
ulgated by the Councils of Nicaea (325) and Constantinople (381), which pres- 
ent, in summary form, the biblically based narrative of creation, Incarnation, 
id Christian hope, and after reviewing the more sharply focused questions 
yout the personal identity of Christ that had arisen, mainly in the Greek- 
aking world, in the years since the Council of Constantinople, the bishops at 
halcedon added their own terse, carefully balanced attempt to express clearly 
the Churches, building on that classical base, must understand Jesus: 


owing, then, the holy Fathers, we have all learned to confess with one voice that our 
d Jesus Christ is one and the same Son: the same one complete in his divinity and 
mplete in his humanity, the same one truly God and truly human, with rational soul 
1d body; of one substance with the Father in his divinity, the same one of one substance 
‘with: us in his humanity, “like us in all respects apart from sin”...; recognized in two 
‘natures without confusion, without alteration, without division, without separation, in 
such a way that the distinction of his natures is never destroyed by their union, but 
tather that the particular character of each nature comes together to form one persona 
and one hypostasis—something not divided or distinguished into two personae, but one 
and the same only-begotten Son, God the Word, the Lord Jesus Christ ...1 


Much has been written, and continues to be written, about the import of this 
statement for Christan faith and practice; about the historical context, origins, 
d intended signification of the terms being used; and about the complex 
istory of the reception and theological use of the statement, especially in the 
ree or four centuries immediately following its formulation. Carefully crafted 
reflect the language and emphases of a number of different voices in the 


© Council of Chalcedon, Formula of faith, in G. Alberigo and N. P. Tanner (eds.), Decrees of the 
Ecumenical Councils | (London and Washington, DC, 1990), 86. For a careful analysis of the 
terminology of this famous definition and its intended meaning, see esp. André de Halleux, “La 
Definition christologique de Chalcédoine,’ Revue théologique de Louvain 7 (1976), 3-23. 
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debates about the person of Christ during the late fourth and early fifth 
centuries, the Chalcedonian formulation was—and still is—capable of a variety 
of interpretations. It can be read as a cautious affirmation of the emphasis Cyril 
of Alexandria had increasingly articulated, on Christ's personal, subjective 
unity as Son of God and divine Savior, during his long debate with Nestorius 
and his followers in the two decades after 429; it can also be read as an attempt 
to express, in widely acceptable terms, the symmetry and balance Christians 
recognize between Christ's human and divine characteristics, as the theologians 
and exegetes of the Antiochene tradition had stressed. Taken by ityself, the text 
seems to reflect a studied ambiguity. 

And as is well known, the immediate effect of Chalcedon’s formula was not 
to be the basis for reconciliation among dissenting parties in the Churches of 
the Eastern Empire—despite the fact that, with the sanction of the imperial 
government, it immediately attained the force of law. The statement came, 
instead, to be the cause of even more long-lasting and bitter divisions. To many 
Christians in Syria, Palestine, and Egypt, it was simply Nestorian Christology 
thinly disguised—the triumph of a way of thinking about Jesus that focused on 
the irreconcilable differences between his full human reality and the Mystery of 
God that he personally revealed; to others, intellectual heirs of the Antiochene 
school, it seems to have represented compromise and pious obscurantism, and 
pointed up the need to be still more explicit about not confusing God and the 
human in the person and work of Jesus. During the reigns of the emperors 
Zeno (474-91) and his successor Anastasius I (491-518), imperial policy was 
clearly leaning away from relying on the Chalcedonian formula to bring: - 
about a religious reconciliation in the East, even though no later emperor ever 
formally disowned what Chalcedon had produced. 

In the second decade of the sixth century, the direction of official theology 
changed. The emperor Justin (518-27), along with his gifted, ambitious, theo- 
logically learned nephew and successor Justinian (527-65), tried to rebuild 
consensus through ecclesiastical diplomacy, through negotiation, and through. - 
promoting a careful, subtly expressed reinterpretation and even a rephrasing of |. 
the Chalcedonian portrait of Christ, which made the Council’s language appear 
to be more unambiguously friendly to the vision of Cyril of Alexandria than 
had been obvious before. This attempt to recast Chalcedon in more unitive, 
Word-centered terms has been called by some modern Western scholars 
“neo-Chalcedonian” Christology.’ And while the term has not been universally 
accepted—especially by those who want to emphasize doctrinal continuity 
and consistency in the Church's classical pronouncements—the reality of 
an increasingly unitive, increasingly God-centered interpretation of what 


2? See p. 13 and n.73. 
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alcedon had said about the person of Christ is clearly expressed in the writ- 
es f such sixth-century theologians as John of Caesaraea, Ephrem of Amida, 
qd the emperor Justinian himself, as well as by such Latin writers as John 
axentius and the celebrated “Scythian monks,’ who campaigned together in 
ist and West for such an understanding of Christ in the 520s. This approach 
eceiving and expressing Chalcedonian Christology became official Church 
rine—and imperial law—with the decrees and canons of the Second 
ouncil of Constantinople, in 553 

‘The late fifth to early sixth century, then—the century between Chalcedon 
,d Constantinople II—was a time of enormous importance for the develop- 
ent of Christian theology and institutions, mainly centered on the continuing 
f ception of Chalcedon’s vision of Christ. Christian theology, from the mid- 
f fth century on, was characterized to an unusual degree by a new, “scholastic” 

vle of thought and expression: by a rhetoric and a style of argument derived 
ore from academic debates than from ecclesiastical preaching or polemics. 
jestion-and-answer format, sets of theses or provocatively formulated state- 
, chains of syllogisms, and the use of massive dossiers of excerpts from 
cal Christian authorities to lend weight to an author’s argument all be- 
came standard features of theological controversy. Accuracy in terminology, 
herent argument, and theological consistency and precision became increas- 
gl ‘the central concern on all sides of Church debates, and the terms used 
sre frequently those of the philosophical schools—especially of the Athenian 
lexandrian Neoplatonic commentators on Aristotle.* This is the cultural 
d historical context, clearly, in which the theological writings edited here, all 
cused on defining the person and the reality of Christ, all reflecting the heat 
d intensity of sixth-century post-Chalcedonian debate, must be located. 


é six theological works associated with the name of Leontius of Byzantium 
provide little clue to the author's life or personality. Indeed, the manuscripts of 
works give no place of origin for their author at all, but refer to him simply 


For a full treatment of the complex events and theological currents of the century between 
Chalcedon and Constantinople II, see esp. W. H. C. Frend, The Rise of the Monophysite Movernent 
ambridge, 1972); Patrick T. R. Gray, The Defense of Chalcedon in the East (451-553) (Leiden, 
1979); Aloys Grillmeier (with Theresia Hainthaler), Christ in Christian Tradition, Il/2 (London and 
Louisville, 1995); Carlo dell’Osso, Cristo e Logos; il Calcedonismo del VI Secolo in Oriente (Rome, 
10). For a study specifically focused on theological developments at this period in Palestine, see 
zo Perrone, La Chiesa di Palestina e le controversie Cristologiche (Brescia, 1980). 

For a survey of these developments, especially as background for understanding the theolog- 
works of Boethius, see my article, “Boethius’ Theological Tracts and Early Byzantine Scholas- 
ism,” Mediaeval Studies 46 (1984), 158-91. See aso my article, “A Richer Union’: Leontius of 
zantium and the Relationship of Human and Divine in Christ, Studia Patristica 24 (Leuven, 
93), esp. 244-5, 
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5 et, 


as a monk: “the “blessed monk Leontius,> “the blessed hermit Leontius,’® 
“Leontius the ascetic,” “Abba Leontius.”® And the tracts themselves do not add 


much to our information. Their author was once, we read, when still young, an - 


enthusiastic member of a group of Chalcedonian Christians, whose theological 
heroes were Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia,’ but he was 
providentially “converted”” to a more orthodox understanding of the Church's 
official Christology. Now, apparently after some years of strenuous theological 
controversy, he has been urged by pious friends to put his own position in 
writing," and a “just cause,” as well as the duties of friendship, move him to 
comply. He tells us no more, however, about what that just cause might be. 
Besides these direct autobiographical references, the works themselves give a 
few further hints to the identity, career, and date of Leontius the monk. Although 
he claims, with conventional modesty, to have had neither secular education nor 
experience as a writer, the author of these tracts was clearly a man of consi- 
derable dialectical and philosophical training, with extraordinary sharpness of 
mind and strong theological passions. All of his extant works are polemical in 
nature. The first three treatises in the collection—the Contra Nestorianos et 
Eutychianos (CNE), the Epilyseis (Epil.) or Solutiones Argumentorum Severi, and 
the Epaporémata (Epap.) or Triginta Capita contra Severum—are undoubtedly 
directed first of all against the anti-Chalcedonian supporters of Severus of 
Antioch. The fourth tract, Contra Aphthartodocetas (CA), is aimed against 
Chalcedonians who have adopted Julian of Halicarnassus’s theory of the innate 
incorruptibility of Christ’s body. The Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos 
(DTN) is a tirade against the more extreme representatives of Antiochene 
Christology. Even Leontius’s remaining work, the florilegium of extracts from 
the Apollinarian writings known as the Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum 
(AFA), though it contains no substantial theological arguments of the author's 
own, has the polemical purpose of proving that many of the patristic proof-texts 


> See below, p. 114, title. (Henceforth I shall refer to passages in the text of Leontius simply by 
the page and line-number in this edition.) 

5 p, 114, title (in manuscript 0). 7 p. 126, title (in manuscript G). 

® p. 336, title (0). All four of these epithets could be applied almost interchangeably to a monk 
of the desert, particularly to one who had lived in the semi-eremitical community of a lavra. They 
also reflect the image associated with the author of our tracts by later writers. Sophronius of 
Jerusalem, according to Photius, quoted Aedvries 6 ryd épnutcny moAvrerdy Kal Tov wovdda 
Biov EAdjtevos in the florilegium of his Synodikon (Photius, Bibliotheca, Cod. 231: ed. R. Henry, 
V (Paris, 1967), 66; PG 103, 1092 A5-6), and Patriarch Germanus of Constantinople refers to 
Aedvrios 6 TAS Eprjwov movayds (De Haer. et Syn, 33: PG 98, 72 Al-2); both references appear 
to be to our Leontius. 

* On his membership, see p. 412, ll. 15-28; on the adherence of the group to Chalcedon, p. 416, 
I. 5-10; on their following of Theodore and Diodore, p. 416; p. 418, IL. 17-19; p. 440, Hf. 1-2. 

1 p,412,1.22-p, 414,18. " p,. 116,11, 1-6, 19-21. 2 414, Il 145-7, 

3 -p.116, 11, 8-15. 
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-. used by his opponents—presumably, again, the party of Severus—are really 
-. taken from the writings of Apollinarius or his followers.‘ In addition to this 
fairly well-defined set of opponents, Leontius occasionally refers in a veiled 
but more personal way to the other enemies against whom he wields his pen: 
these are “the wise ones of today (of viv cogoi),;’ the “top philosophers 


- (axpogtAcadgot),’* who hold the traditions of the Fathers in contempt,” and 


who hope, by the use of their influence at court, to “make themselves wise men 
by decree.” Clearly politics, as well as theology, is in the air. 

All of these polemical references, taken together, suggest the reign of 
Justinian, the emperor-theologian in whose court theological controversy 
seethed through all the toils of political and personal intrigue; more specifi- 
cally, they suggest the 530s, when the controversy over Julian of Halicarnassus’s 
doctrine of the incorruptibility of Christ had spread beyond Egyptian and 
Palestinian “monophysite” circles to the Byzantine Church, and when the 
emperor's policy of promoting conciliation towards Severus and his followers 
had led to heated public debate between Chalcedonian and anti-Chalcedonian 
theologians.”” Further, Leontius’s allusions to the Pseudo-Dionysius in the 
CNE,! and his inclusion of a passage from the De Divinis Nominibus in the 
florilegium of the CA,” make it unlikely that he was writing much before 532, 
the year of the first known reference to the Dionysian corpus within the 


. Chalcedonian Church.” There are, it is true, two apparent references to Leontius 


by Byzantine writers, which suggest a somewhat later date for his writings than 
Justinian’s reign, but neither of them has a strong claim to credibility as a 
source.*4 And two references in the DTN seem to confirm a date of composition 


4 p, 526, lL 1~14; p. 568, Il. 6-10 5 p, 116, 1.12; p. 126,13 

® p, 126,117. Y », 116, fh. 12-14; p. 126, I. 7-12 8 p. 126, I 15-16 

© Cf. E, Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire II (Paris, Brussels, and Amsterdam, 1949), 369-95 and 
623-90; E, Schwartz, “Zur Kirchenpolitik Justinians,” Sitzb, der bayer. Akad. der Wiss,, phil-hist. 
Abt. (1940), 2, Il, 32-72. 

© Cf. Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire U1, 377-9 and n. 1,377. 

21 CNE 4: p. 146, ll. 17-19; CNE 7: p. 172, Il. 15-18. 2 CA Flor, Test. I: p.388, ll. 7-10. 

2 At the so-called “Collatio cum Severianis,’ described by the pro-Chalcedonian Latin bishop 
Innocent of Maroneia (in Thrace), in his Epistula ad Thomam Presbyterum: ACO IV, 2, 173, 11.12~18. 

*4 The Patriarch Germanus of Constantinople (d. 733), in his De Haeresibus et Synodis 33 (PG 
98, 69 C9-72 B1)—a work notable for its confused chronology—connects both “Leontius, monk 
of the desert,” defender of the Chalcedonian Christology, and John Philoponus, with the Patriarch 
Anastasius of Antioch (559-70, 593~8), and puts them all before his account of the reign of 
Justinian (c. 34) and the schism of Severus (c. 35)! The Byzantine historian Nicephorus Kallistos 
Xanthopoulos (c.1256-1335) makes “the monk Leontius,” whom he recognizes as the author of “a 
book (against the monophysites) in 30 chapters” (cf. n. 236) and as a strong opponent of the 
Severan party, a much older contemporary of George of Pisidia (fl. 610-41) (Hist, Eccl, 18, 48: PG 
147, 428 B12-C4). As Friedrich Loofs has shown (Leontius von Byzanz und die gleichnamigen 
Schriftsteller der griechischen Kirche (= TU Ml, 1-2: Leipzig, 1887), 130-2), Nicephorus, too, is 
often confused about dates in the sixth and seventh centuries. 
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in the middle of Justinian’s reign: an allusion to Antioch, in DTN 10, as" 
QeotvroAis,* a short-lived title conferred on that city when it was rebuilt 
after the disastrous earthquake of 29 November 528,” which provides a termi: 
nus post quem of 529; and a reference to the Council of Chalcedon ag 
redeutaia nacav ovvddwv,” which shows—as a terminus ante quem—that 
the author did not yet know of the Council of 553. In fact, since he concedes, in 
DTN 43, that Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia have not yet 
been officially condemned, and since he makes no mention of Ibas of 
Edessa or Theodoret of Cyrus in his polemic against the “Nestorians” of the. 
previous century, it is almost equally certain that the “collected edition” of 
Leontius’s works, as described in his Foreword or zpofewpia, was complete: 
before Justinian issued his first edict condemning the “Three Chapters” in a 
or early 545.” 

Besides these few tantalizing hints of time and circumstance, there is little ir in’ 
the works of Leontius the monk to suggest who he was, or how his writings fit. 
into the complicated theological struggles of his age. Cyril of Skythopolis 
(c.523-c.558), however, in his colorful Life of St Sabas and in other lives of early: 
Palestinian monks, frequently mentions, with bitter hostility, a Palestinian monk 
named Leontius of Byzantium” who was a ringleader of the “Origenist” party in 


25 420,120. 
6 Cf. Theophanes, Chronographia (ed. C. De Boor, I (Leipzig, 1883), 177, 1.22-178,L. 7, 
2” DTN 42: p, 444, Il. 19-20. 38 DTN 43: p. 444, 1. 27. 


# ‘This edict must have been issued at least several months after Justinian’s edict condemning: : 
Origen, which was promulgated in Jerusalem in February of 543, And since Facundus of Hermiane: 
(Pro Defensione Trium Capitulorum IV, 4, 8-9: CCL 90A, 124-5, ll. 58-63; PL 67,626 B4-9) tells us. 
that Ephrem of Amida signed the edict against the Three Chapters under the threat of removal 
from his office as Patriarch of Antioch, and since Theophanes (Chron. 1, 224~5) and other : 
chroniclers place Ephrem’s death before the end of August 545, the most probable time for this: : 
edict seems to be 544 or the beginning of 545. Stein (Histoire du Bas-Empire 11, 634) wants to place’ 
the publication of the edict against the Antiochenes somewhat earlier, “vers la fin de 543 ou en 
544, since he assumes Ephrem delayed as long as possible between its publication and his signing: 
Facundus only mentions imperial pressure on Ephrem, however, not temporal delay; and the’: 
events that seem to have elapsed between these two theological edicts of Justinian suggest a later 
rather than an earlier date for the second of them. Cf. E, Amann, “Trois-Chapitres,” DThC XV 
(1947), 1889. ; 

© ais Tay ... povaxGy, Buldvrios tH yever, Aedvrios dvdépare: Vita Sabae (VS) 72: ed. 
E, Schwartz, Kyrillos von Skythopolis (= TU XLIX, 2 (Leipzig, 1939)), 176, IL 11-12; Aedyrios 
o Bulavrvos: VS 74: 179, 1. 9; 83: 189, Hl. 1-2; $4: 190, Il. 4, 8; Vita Cyriaci (VC) 13: 230, il. 29-30. 
Cyril's monastic lives have been translated into English by Richard Price, with an introduction by. 
John Binns: Cyril of Skythopolis: Lives of the Monks of Palestine (Kalamazoo, 1991). For the history: 
and spirituality of Palestinian monasticism in the fifth and sixth centuries, see John Binns, Ascetics 
and Ambassadors for Christ: The Monasteries of Palestine, 314-631 (Oxford, 1994); Jennifer LE: 
Hevelone-Harper, Disciples of the Desert: Monks, Laity and Spiritual Authority in Sixth-Century- 
Gaza (Baltimore, 2005). For an archeological study of the remains of these monasteries, see Yizhar’ 
Hirschfeld, The fudaean Desert Monasteries in the Byzantine Period (New Haven, 1992). 
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the desert monasteries during the 530s and early 540s, and who exercised, for a 
time, strong influence at Justinian’s court. Since the works of the monk Leontius 
were first published, in Francisco Torres’s careful Latin translation, in 1603,” 
olars have debated whether the author is indeed the same Leontius as Cyril's 
enist from the Judaean desert. Before we attempt to reach our own 
clusion, it may be useful to summarize briefly what Cyril has to say. 
Cyril first mentions Leontius of Byzantium as a member of the party of 
onks who accompanied St Sabas, the influential Palestinian monastic founder 
4 leader, on a mission to Constantinople in April 531, to petition the emperor 
conomic aid for Christian Palestine, which had recently been devastated 
by Samaritan raids.” In return for the emperor's help, Sabas predicts success for 
stinian in his reconquest of the territory lost by his predecessors: success as 
part of God's plan for ridding the capital and the world of “the heresy of Arius 
and those of Nestorius and Origen.’*? His mention of Arianism here is 
iderstandable enough, since much of the empire Justinian hoped to regain 
as then held by Arian Goths; but Sabas mentioned Nestorianism and 
rigenism, Cyril tells us, because he had discovered that some of the monks in 
ompany, who were now busily holding disputations in the capital with 
1ophysites” (docyiorar), were in fact tainted with these two heresies. 
e two classical heresies seem to be associated in Cyril's mind, for reasons I 
| explore further; and Leontius of Byzantium is the one Origenist Cyril 
explicitly names.” About 514, a monk named Nonnus and three of his friends 
id been expelled from the Nea Lavra, one of the smaller communities in the 
Judaean desert, for holding the “atheistic” doctrines of Origen, Evagrius 
Ponticus, and Didymus the Blind.** Five years later, under a new hegumen, the 
Origenist group had been quietly readmitted; then, if not before, Leontius had 
en one of their number. Now Sabas discovered again, in Constantinople, the 
unorthodoxy” of Leontius and his party; accordingly, he “sent them away and 
uded them from his company.” 
bas sailed home the following September, leaving Leontius and the other 
spect monks behind.** Until the Old Man's death in December 532, Cyril 
res us, “a single confession of faith prevailed in all the monasteries of the 


In H. Canisius, Antiquae Lectionis, Tomus IV, 1 (Ingolstadt, 1603), 1-171. 

_ # VS-70, 173, I. 4-11; 72, 175, IL 7-19. Cyril, usually exact and reliable in his chronology, gives 
the year'as 530; but, as Franz Diekamp has shown (Die Origenistischen Streitigkeiten im sechsten 
Jahrhundert und das finfte allgemeine Concil (Minster, 1899), 11-15), Cyril’s indictional dates in 
the Vita Sabae are all one year early, for some unexplained reason, after he narrates the departure 
of Sabas for Constantinople. 

VS 72,175, |. 23-176, 1.2. 34 V§ 73, 176, 7-15. 35 VS 73, 176, Il. 11-15. 

VS 36, 124,1. 21-125, 1.24. %” VS 72, 176, Il. 18-20. 38 VS 74, 179, 8-11, 
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desert;”” under his less experienced successor Melitas, however, theologica 
strife broke out with unprecedented force. The followers of Nonnus began to 
sow seeds of unrest in the minds of their confréres,” the “intellectuals” 
(Aoytabrepot) of the Nea Lavra, as well as among the brethren of the monastery. 
of Martyrius and the lavra of Firminus. In a short time, even Sabas’s own Great 
Lavra, and many of the other desert communities, were tainted with the 
Origenist heresy. Two of the chief representatives of the new movement, 
Domitian, the new hegumen of the monastery of Martyrius, and Theodore 
Askidas, leader of the Origenists in the Nea Lavra, went up to the capital 
themselves “about this time,’” Cyril tells us, and while “pretending to fight for 
the Synod of Chalcedon” they set about disseminating Origenist doctrine 
there.® Their first contact in Constantinople was Leontius of Byzantium, whom 
presumably they knew from Palestine; he introduced them to the influential. 
ndmas Eusebius—a presbyter, treasurer of the Constantinople Patriarchate, 
and a leading Chalcedonian, who seems to have taken a particular interest in. 
the Church in Palestine“’—and Eusebius presented them to Justinian, By 
concealing their true theological opinions, Cyril asserts, these two newcomer: 
acquired a strong influence (rpa7n wappycia) at court, and eventually were. 


3° VS $3, 188, Il. 7-9; cf. 36, 125, I]. 22-4, 

“ Literally, ° ‘they gave their neighbours dangerously upsetting ideas to drink (émérifov +6 
mAjatov avarpory JoAepay)”: VS 83, 188, 1. 17. On the events described here and in the! 
following three paragraphs, up to the appointment of Macarius to the See of Jerusalem in 552, cf. 
VS 83-90, 188, I. 3-198, 1. 17. ; 

4 ea pxwy (VS 83: 188, ll. 26-7): presumably not a canonical title here. 

® VS 83: 188, Il. 24-5; the date is probably i in 535 or early 536, as we shall see later (p. 19). . 

* VS 83: 188, 1. 28-189, |. 4. Cyril’s suspicion that a defense of Chalcedonian Christology may be: 
acover for an Origenist theological agenda is worth noting here; we shall see it again (e.g. pp. 13-14): 

“« ‘When news reached the capital of Sabas’s coming embassy to Justinian in 531, Cyril tells us. 
(VS 71: 173, ll. 13-17), the treasurer Eusebius sent his own representatives, along with 
representatives of the Patriarch Epiphanius and of Hypatius, bishop of Ephesus, on the imperial: 
corvette to meet Sabas’s party at sea. In Novella 51, of 8 May 536 (ed. C. E. Zachariae von Lingenthal:: 
I (Leipzig, 1881), 350, Il 8-10), Justinian refers approvingly to Eusebius’s recent work as imperial 
envoy to Jerusalem to review the financial affairs of the Patriarchal See. Cf. also the letter 
of Patriarch Menas to Peter of Jerusalem and the Jerusalem Synod, of 19 Sept. 536 (ACO IH, 124; 
Il, 23-5) and Cyril’s reference to Eusebius’s work in VS 54, 146, 1. 27-147, 1. 2. As we shall seé, 
Eusebius was, with Leontius, one of the Chalcedonian observers at the collatio of 532, at which the 
spokesman for the Chalcedonian side was Hypatius of Ephesus (Innocent of Maroneia, 170, 
Il, 2-3). Eusebius is sometimes referred to in modern works as “treasurer of the Hagia Sophia;” 
probably because he is designated as KetueAtépyns THs xara THv Pacidiba tadTny moa: 
dyswwrdrns éxxAnotas in Novella 51; this phrase, however, seems to have a wider reference than 
simply the Hagia Sophia, and the title “great Church of Christ” was applied not only to Justinian’s: 
new basilica (still under construction in 536!), but also to the Patriarchate and even to the who 
Byzantine communion. Cf, R. Janin, La Géographie ecclésiastique de lempire byzantine, I, 3 (Paris;: 
1969), 456, For a summary of what is known about Hypatius of Ephesus, as well as the fragment 
of his writings, cf. E Diekamp, Analecta Patristica (= Orientalia Christiana Analecta 117: Rome,: 
1938), 108-53, 
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th given major bishoprics: Domitian that of Ancyra in Galatia, and Theodore 
*gesaraea in Cappadocia.” 

as’s successor, the hegumen Melitas, died in 537, and was succeeded at the 
yvra by Gelasius, a long-time disciple of St Sabas and a strong opponent 
rigenists. On_the advice of the venerable bishop John the Hesychast— 
er confirmed anti-Origenist“—Gelasius began a campaign against Abbot 
on: nnus and his disciples by having Antipater of Bostra’s tract against Origen 
ad in the Church of the Great Lavra. The Origenist group there seem to 
have protested—Cyril says they “strirred up trouble (¢répacoov)’*”—and 
some forty of them were again expelled. They withdrew to the Nea Lavra, to 
Nonnus, “and to Leontius of Byzantium, who at that time had returned from 
Constantinople and who was fanatically opposed to the successors of blessed 
Sabas.“* A general caucus of the Origenist party seems to have been called. The 
fugitives complained about their treatment at the hands of Abba Gelasius and 
- brethren of the Great Lavra, and Leontius, “who bore an old grudge against 
e blessed Sabas, advised them all to give vent to their arrogance and to make 
on the Great Lavra, so that it would no longer be habitable.” Origenist 
s from all around gathered at the Nea Lavra and set out, with Leontius 
the forty exiles, on a mission of assault. First, says Cyril, they attempted to 
‘the monastery of St Theodosius (some 6 km north-west of the Great 
and kidnap the hegumen Sophronius® and his senior monks, “but their 
yas frustrated and they went away in shame.”*! Then some of Leontius’s 
lowers collected “picks and shovels and crowbars of iron, and other 
instruments of destruction,’ and set out, with a band of peasant reinforce- 
ments, to attack the Great Lavra itself. This move, too, was frustrated by divine 
intervention, according to Cyril: “at the second hour, mist and darkness came 
down on them, and they spent the whole day in close quarters,” groping their 
way through rough and inaccessible places” The next morning, they found 
they had only reached the monastery of St Marcianus (still some 5 km west of 
the Great Lavra), so they abandoned the plan and went home. 


be a ee end 


Cyril, VS 83: 189, il. 3-7. The date of their promotion must be after June 536, since in the Acta 
= Home Synod of 2 May-4 June of that year they still appear as Palestinian monks: Domitian 
resbyter and hegumen of the lavra of Martyrius (e.g. ACO III, 36, 1. 30) and Theodore as a 
n (e.g., ACO IIL, 37, 1.3). 

. Cyril, Vita Johannis (VJ) 20, 216, I. 13-15; 27, 221, I. 19-21. 

VS 84, 189, 1.23. 48 VS 84, 190,11. 4-6. * VS 84, 190, ll 8-10. 

Sophronius, the successor of Theodosius, was at this time chief archimandrite of all the 
nobitic monasteries in Palestine: cf. ACO III, 133, 1. 36-134, |. 2. 

tS 84, 190, lL. 15-16. ® VS 84, 190, I, 18-19, 

® Reading avyxAciobey tes for cuyxAacbévres. VS 84,190, 1.23. 

_ 4 V8 84,190, IL. 21-3. 
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“About this time,’ says Cyril, Ephrem of Amida, the “neo-Chalcedonian’ _ 
Patriarch of Antioch and a trusted adviser of Justinian, had come to Palestine, 
along with mdzras Eusebius, to settle the deposition of Patriarch Paul-the 
‘Tabennesiot from the see of Alexandria.** When their synod was over, according 
to Cyril, Eusebius went on to Jerusalem and met his old friend Leontius, who 
presented to him the Origenist exiles from the Great Lavra. They pleaded their 
case against Abba Gelasius, and Eusebius, “deceived by the words of Leontius 
and knowing nothing about the heresy,’** summoned the hegumen of the Great 
Lavra and ordered him either to accept the Origenist faction back or to expel 
their adversaries as well, Gelasius and his advisers preferred the second 
alternative, and sent away six of the Lavra’s leading anti-Origenists; they went 
directly to Antioch and won Patriarch Ephrem to their side, showing him the _ 
treatise of Antipater of Bostra which had begun the whole controversy. Ephrem 
then joined the fray with vigor, Cyril reports, and anathematized Origen ina 
local synod at Antioch. By the time news of this reached Jerusalem, Leontius 
had already returned to the capital; Nonnus and the Palestinian Origenists . 
enlisted his help there, along with that of his former protégés, the bishops 
Domitian and Theodore Askidas, to force Patriarch Peter of Jerusalem to 
remove Ephrem’s name from the diptychs. Pressure was duly applied, “but Peter 
quietly asked the two leading monastic leaders of Palestine, Sophronius and 
Gelasius, to compose a libellus of incriminating texts, arguing the case against 
the Origenists, and he then forwarded it to the emperor, along with: his 
own complaint about their ‘revolutionary doctrines.”*” Justinian—who loved _ 
settling doctrinal disputes by imperial decree, as another ancient writer drily _ 


55 The occasion was the Synod of Gaza, also attended by Peter, Patriarch of Jerusalem, Hypatius 
of Ephesus, and the Roman deacon Pelagius, who represented Pope Vigilius in Constantinople: 
It seems to have been essentially a gathering of Chalcedonian leaders, held at Justinian’s order 
to tighten discipline within the ranks; specifically, its purpose was to deal with the complaints 
of brutal maladministration made against Paul, a Chalcedonian monk installed forcibly: at 
Alexandria by Justinian two years before, The ancient sources conflict over the date of Pauls 
deposition, as they do over much of the chronology of the Patriarchs of Alexandria in the sixth 
and seventh centuries. A. von Gutschmid (“Verzeichnis der Patriarchen von Alexandrien,’ Klei 
Schriften II (Leipzig, 1890), 460-9), following Theophanes, Liberatus, and Victor of Tunnuna; 
puts the deposition of Paul at the end of 542. Diekamp (Die Origenistischen Streitigkeiten, 42- 
accepts Von Gutschmid’s dating in general, but wants to move the synod back to Easter, 542;:to 
allow time for all the events Cyril narrates between that meeting and Justinian’s edict against. 
Origen of February, 543. A. Jiilicher, however (“Die Liste der alexandrinischen Patriarchen im'6: 
und 7, Jahrhundert,” Festgabe Karl Miiller (Tubingen, 1922), 18) argues forcibly for accepting 
Zacharias Rhetor’s date of 539/40, and he is followed in this by J. Maspero (Histoire des Patriarches 
d’Alexandrie (Paris, 1923), 148: “milieu de 5392”), Schwartz (Kyrillos, 401, n. 3: 539), and Stein. 
(Histoire du Bas-Empire U1, 391: “vers les premiéres mois de 540”). Although the date of the synod 
does not directly affect the chronology of Leontius, the earlier date would allow more time for the: 
intrigues Cyril tells of. 

8 V§ 85, 191, Il. 8-9. 7 VS 85,191,132. 
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marked®*—found their argument convincing, and published an edict against 
e doctrines of Origen, which was signed by Patriarch Menas and the Home 
od of Constantinople. Domitian and Theodore Askidas found themselves 
) sign as well—in Cyril's view, by blatant hypocrisy—and when the edict 
romulgated in Jerusalem in February 543, “it was signed by all the bishops 
‘Palestine and the abbots of the desert except Alexander, bishop of Abele.” 
the bishops had signed, Cyril tells us, Nonnus and the other leaders of the 
nist monastic faction, who presumably refused to accept the decree, were 
ommunicated;® they left the Nea Lavra and lived again in the Pedias, the 
ern Judaean wilderness, as they had done in their first exile some thirty 


1e Origenist cause was by no means dead. Cyril goes on to narrate in some 
tail the intrigues of Theodore Askidas to have Patriarch Peter of Jerusalem 
the excommunication against the exiles,*' the bloody riots in the streets of 
salem between the opposing factions, and the temporary triumph of the 
rigenist party which followed. Theodore succeeded in forcing two Origenist 
-elloi on Peter, as well as an Origenist hegumen for Justinian’s “New Church” 
the Theotokos in the Holy City, and when, after a fruitless journey to the 
|to protest, Abba Gelasius died in Phrygia on his way home in October of 
another Origenist named George was even installed, for several months, 
successor in the Great Lavra. As late as 552, the Origenist party succeeded 
ving one of their own, Macarius, of the Nea Lavra (and so a onetime 
frére of Leontius), raised to the Patriarchal see of Jerusalem as Peter's 
-essor.™ But all of this seems to have been the work of Theodore Askidas. By 


sé ‘Liberatus, Breviarium 23 (ACO II, 5, 140, 1. 7; PL 68, 1046 B12-13): “gaudens se de talibus 
usis judicium ferre.” Liberatus’s account of the events leading up to the condemnation of Origen 
ifferent from Cyril's, but not contradictory. Justinian, he says, sent the deacon Pelagius first to 
tioch, then to Jerusalem, to summon Patriarchs Ephrem and Peter to the Synod of Gaza, After 
od had deposed Paul and ordained Zoilus in his place, Pelagius returned to the capital, 
mpanied by “certain monks from Jerusalem” who had met him on his way to Gaza. They 
it: with them “capitula de libris Origenis excerpta,” by which they hoped to persuade the 
stor to condemn Origen as a heretic. Pelagius, says Liberatus, was personally jealous of 
re Askidas, who was an admirer of Origen, and, hoping to damage his career, he threw his 
‘ight: behind the petition. Together with Menas, Patriarch of Constantinople, he persuaded 
tinian to issue his anti-Origenist decree (Breviarium 23: ACO II, 5, 139, 1. 26-140, 1. 12; PL 68, 
‘Al~C6), Liberatus sees the ultimate source of both the decree against Origen and Justinian’s 
et edict against the Three Chapters in the personal enmity between Pelagius and Theodore 
idas (Breviarium 24: ACO II, 5, 141, IL 7-11; PL 68, 1049 D13~1050 A5):an oversimplification, 
no doubt, but an explanation that expands the purely Palestinian perspective of Cyril of Skythopolis. 
” VS 86, 192, ll. 14-17. 69 VS 86, 192,119; cf. 193,11. 3-5. 
* VS 86, 192, 122-193, 1. 12. ® VS 86, 193, IL 16-18. % VS 87,195, ll. 5-6. 
S.90, 198 1], 9-12, The presbyter Eustratius (Vita Eutychii 34: PG 86,2316 A1-3) credits the 
Origenists with urging Justinian to issue his edict proclaiming the incorruptibility of the body of 
ist in the autumn of 564: cf. n. 260. 
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the time the news of the expulsion and excommunication of Nonnus and his : 
comrades reached Constantinople, Cyril tells us, both wazras Eusebius ang 
Leontius were dead. It is not clear from Cyril’s account just when the Origenigt 
monks were expelled, so that the date of Leontius’s death cannot be fixed with 
certainty. But Justinian’s edict against the Three Chapters—which our other 
sources clearly ascribe to Theodore’s influence, as part of his Origenist counter. __ 
attack ®—seems, as I have said, to have been issued in 544 or the early months 
of 545. The latest probable date, then, for the death of the Origenist monk 
Leontius is sometime in 544, 

So much for Cyril's narrative. For us, the most important question is whethe 
we can, with any certainty, identify his Origenist Leontius with the author of the 
works edited here, who was at least the Origenist’s contemporary. Doubts can 
certainly be raised about the identification.” Cyril gives no hint that th 
Leontius he speaks of was a writer or even a theologian, apart from his allusion 
to the debates between Sabas’s monks and the representatives of the “mon 
physite” party in the Basilica of Constantinople, in 531.® But Cyril, however 
painstaking he may have been in reporting detail, frequently omits important 
matters which are not germane to his hagiographical purpose, as we have seen _ 
in the case of Justinian’s edict against the Three Chapters. 

More important, despite some recent attempts to find an Origenist:‘or / 
Evagrian Christology in the writings of the monk Leontius,® there is, as I have 


* Cf Liberatus, Breviarium 24 (ACO I, 5, 140,1. 13-14, 1. 11; PL 68, 1049 A3-1050 A5); Evagrius, 
Hist. Eccl. IV, 38 (ed. J. Bidez and L. Parmentier, 187, ll. 11-16; PG 86,2773 B4—10). Cyril of Skythopolis 
does not mention the edict directly, but has Abba Gelasius allude to it in a farewell address to his 
monks before leaving for Constantinople, presumably in the spring of 547. Gelasius warns his 
monks against Theodore of Mopsuestia, who is a heretic on a par with Origen, and says he now 
regrets having signed the libellus sent by the desert monks to the emperor, on the Patriarch’s ordé 
urging against the condemnation of Theodore (VS 87, 194, Il. 19-27). Clearly Justinian edict against 
the Three Chapters was, in its origin, very much part of the struggle between the monastic factions 
in Palestine. But even Theodore Askidas’s friends seem not all to have been in sympathy with his 
campaign to have the Three Chapters condemned; Facundus of Hermiane (Pro Def. Tr. Cap. IV, 45; 
CCL 90A, 126, Il. 103-12; PL 67, 627 B1-13) quotes from a letter of Askidas’s friend, Domitian of 
Ancyra, to Pope Vigilius, in which the Origenist bishop speaks ruefully of the attack on Theodoreof 
Mopsuestia as the counter-ploy of those in his party who found themselves unable to defend Orig 
directly (cf also Facundus, Pro Def. Tr. Cap. 1, 2,4: CCL 90A, 9, IL. 20-7; PL 67, 532 C2-10). 

% Seen. 25, 

*” Among modern authors, at least Eduard Schwartz continued to maintain that Leontius the 
hermit-theologian was not Leontius the Origenist, but an obscure author, unknown to Justinian 
and without influence: cf. Kyrillos, 388 £.,n. 2;“Kirchenpolitik,” 54, n. 2. 

6 VS 72,176, l.7-15. : 

® Cf. esp. D. B. Evans, Leontius of Byzantium: An Origenist Christology (= Dumbarton Oaks 
Studies XIII: Washington, DC, 1970). Evans’s arguments are accepted and developed somewhat 
further by J. Meyendorff, Christ in Eastern Christian Thought (Washington, DC, 1969), 43-9 
(French edn.: Le Christ dans la théologie Byzantine (Paris, 1969), 79-89); and Byzantine Theolog 
Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes (New York, 1974), 35 f. : 
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ied at length elsewhere,” virtually no trace in his works of any of the 
eological doctrines associated with Origen and his followers and condemned 
543 and 553. This absence of Origenist theology need not, however, deter us 
mt identifying the author with the Leontius of the Vita Sabae either”! 
ing depends on how one understands the epithet “Origenist.” As I have 
ed to show in the article just mentioned,” Cyril of Skythopolis was far from 
g uninterested in theological nuance, and equally far from being neutral on 
inal issues; his writings reveal him as a passionate “neo-Chalcedonian,’”* 
g to accept the Christological language of Chalcedon only when carefully 
d by further formulas that were largely borrowed from the more 
ympromising passages of Cyril of Alexandria—formulas which were to be 
snized, as organically part of orthodox Christology, at the Council of 553.” 
omeone as strongly committed as Cyril of Skythopolis was to a strictly 
ve understanding of the person of Christ, the Evagrian Origenism that was 
ied and embraced by the monks of Palestine seems to have been repugnant 
wuch for its “divisive” Christology—its tendency to distinguish between the 


7 “The Origenism of Leontius of Byzantium,” JTS Ns 27 (1976), 333-69. Daniel Hombergen has 
died at length the portrayal of the “second Origenist controversy” in Cyril of Skythopolis’s 
onastic biographies, and has argued, on that basis, that while there is no trace of an Origenist or 
an Christology or Trinitarian theology in the works of Leontius, they do reveal an 
derlying Evagrian spirituality and anthropology. (See Daniel Hombergen, The Second Origenist 
versy: A New Perspective on Cyril of Skythopolis’ Monastic Biographies as Historical Sources 
th- Century Origenism, Studia Anselmiana 132 (Rome, 2001), esp. 207-21.) The evidence for 
§ view, in the works of Leontius themselves, seems to me scanty. 

Italso need not force us to accept the theory of Marcel Richard that the works edited here are 
theological propaganda and do not represent their author's real position: cf. “Léonce de 
était-il origéniste?” REB 5 (1947), 31-66 (= Opera Minora II (Turnhout/Leuven, 1977), 


“Ori genism, 362-4. 

the meaning and reference of this term, the best study is still the unpublished dissert- 
“Of S. Helmer, Der Neuchalkedonismus: Geschichte, Berechtigung und Bedeutung eines 
engeschichtlichen Begriffes (Bonn, 1962); cf. also M. Richard, “Le Néo-chalcédonisme,’ MSR 
6), 147-56 (= Opera Minora II, no. 56); C. Moeller, “Le Chalcédonisme et le néochalcédon- 
é en Orient de 451 a fin du VI* siécle,’ in A. Grillmeier and H. Bacht (eds.), Das Konzil von 
alkedon. Geschichte und Gegenwart (Warzburg, 1951), 637-720; A. Grillmeier, “Der Neu- 
donismus: um die Berechtigung eines neuen Kapitels in der Dogmengeschichte,” in Mit 
n und in Ihm (= collected essays: Freiburg 1975), 371-85. Eastern Orthodox theologians have 
generally rejected the notion that imperial and patriarchal policy in the mid-sixth century 
Omoted any major modifications of the real Christological intent of the Chalcedonian definit- 
on. Hombergen (Second Origenist Controversy, 198-9 and n. 294) also denies the existence of a 
@0-Chalcedonian” Christology before the Council of 553, and prefers to distinguish between 
grated Chalcedonians,’ who read the council's decree from the perspective of Cyril of 
dria’s Christology (and who included the “Origenists”) and “integralist” or stubbornly 
hysite Chalcedonians, 

For the hagiographer Cyril's Christological position, see his account of the faith of St 
yinius, in Vita Euthymii (VE) 26, 40, 1. 12-41, 1. 3; 27, 42,1. 23-44,1. 4. 
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divine Logos and the created nous named “Christ”—as it was for its better. 
known doctrines of the pre-existence of souls and the coming apokatastasis. Sg 
we find Cyril speaking several times of Nestorianism and Origenism in. close 
parallel,” even accusing two monks of Nestorianism on the same grounds that 
he allows St Cyriacus, in another place, to criticize the Origenists: “because they 
did not maintain that Christ, the true God, is one of the holy and consubstantial 
Trinity’’”* And Cyril was not alone. Theodore of Skythopolis, a reformed 
Origenist of the same generation, equates the teachings of Origen “with the 
Arian and Jewish blasphemies that Nestorius or the godless Theodore invented” 
and even Anastasius of Sinai, at the end of the next century, includes Origen with 
“Artemon” (presumably Artemas the Adoptionist), Paul of Samosata, Theodore 
of Mopsuestia, Diodore of Tarsus, and Nestorius as those who “divided Chri 
Kakos —with Artemon, he says, “Origen taught that Christ was a mere man”. 
It is easy, then, to imagine a writer like Cyril of Skythopolis branding o 
theologian Leontius—clearly a strict diphysite, with strong reservations about 
some of the Christological formulae dear to the “revisionist” party—as’an 
Origenist, for the same reason he might call him a Nestorian or a follower of 
Theodore: his Christology seemed divisive. 

Secondly, it is far from clear that the so-called Origenist party among the 
Palestinian monks were all committed Origenists in any doctrinal or exegetical 
sense. Undoubtedly, their existence as a group among their monastic fellows 
was fairly well defined; and undoubtedly, an interest in the speculations of 
Origen, Evagrius, and Didymus characterized many of them—otherwise the 
condemnation of Origen in 543, or that of all three authors at the start of the 
Fifth Council ten years later, would not have struck them so hard. Still, one need 
not assume, as Cyril does, that Theodore Askidas and Domitian of Ancyra wel 
in bad faith when they subscribed to the condemnation of propositions 
ascribed to Origen in 543; membership of the party against which the decr. 
was directed may have been compatible with a good deal more latitude i 
doctrine than their name suggests. In fact, a number of passages in Cyril’s 
writings and in other monastic works from his time give the impression that 
the “Origenists” were held together not so much by their belief in such doctrines 
as the pre-existence of souls or apocatastasis as by their willingness to tolerate 


7 V§ 72, 175, 1. 23-176, |. 2; VJ 27, 221, Hl. 18-21. In his farewell address to the monks of: the 
Great Lavra, Gelasius reminds them that his predecessor, St Sabas, had opposed Theodore: of 
Mopsuestia~a classic Nestorian, to the neo-Chalcedonian mind—as adamantly as he had Origen 
VS 87, 194, I]. 19-22. : 

7 Cf. VS 38, 127,UL 19-24, and VC 12, 230, Il. 3-4, 

7 Libellus (PG 86, 232 B12-C2). ; 

78 Hodegos 20 (PG 89, 277 B1-2), For further references to this understanding of Origen 
from the seventh century, cf. my “Origenism,’ 365 and n. 3. 
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¢ speculation on these subjects as being worth a monk's time” —by 
jectual curiosity, by the secular, predominantly philosophical ring of 
heir theorizing, and by their interest in free-ranging theological 
Inspired, perhaps, more by Origen’s approach to theology than by his 
E , they : are, as we have seen, branded contemptuously by Cyril as the 
tepou” the fomentors of doctrinal revolution,®! the critical intellectuals 
0 shad always been troublesome to men of simple faith like Sabas.” In the 
w of Abba Barsanuphius, the Origenists-were “gnostics,’ monks whose idle 
sity for theological and cosmological niceties only led to vanity and 
yeakening of religious practice.” If they had one doctrinal position in 
nit may well have been a strict insistence on the diphysite, “symmetrical” 
gy of Chalcedon—the insistence on doing Christ's humanity equal 
ith his divinity—and a corresponding suspicion of what I have called 
ing “neo-Chalcedonian” synthesis. 
efore considering the positive evidence, then, it is not impossible that 
nonk Leontius” who composed the treatises edited here—treatises free 
the characteristic Origenist doctrines stigmatized under Justinian, but 
rks of remarkable intellectual subtlety, for the most part, all devoted to 
ending the formula of Chalcedon in one way or another—could also be the 
rigenist” Leontius of Byzantium. Admittedly, the name Leontius was a fairly 
mmon one in the Greek East at that time; Loofs lists twenty Leontii mentioned 
yurch documents of the reigns of Justin I and Justinian alone.*® Still, there 
to be a certain a priori resemblance between Cyril’s Origenist and 
thor, The theological debates Cyril’s Leontius held in the basilica of 


C12, 229, | 24-230, |. 10. 50 VS 83, 188, 1.18; VC 13, 230,131. 

; 191, 1-32. The Nea Lavra seems always to have been suspect in Cyril’s eyes, since it 
foundation to a rebellion of 60 of Sabas’s monks against the Old Man's rule: cf. VS 36, 122, 
2431.3. 

£;his story of the “men of worldly judgment” from the Great Lavra, who complained to 
iarch Sallustius of Jerusalem, as early as 486, that Sabas was unfit to govern them “because of 
preat rusticity”: VS 19, 103, I. 25-6; 104, 1 6. In contrast to such critical attitudes, most of the 
ert monks seem to have had strong anti-imtellectual prejudices: cf. the remarks of Pére 
tupiéré in Les Moines dOrient 1 (Paris, 1961), 83-91; III, 2 (Paris, 1962), 118 f., n. 279. 

eplies of Barsanuphius and John, resp. 604 (ed. Nikodemos of the Holy Mountain (Venice, 
republ. with slight additions and corrections by S. N. Schoinas: Volos, 1960), 286b, IL. 9-13; PG 
12. For the attitude of more traditional monks towards the Origenists, cf. Replies, nos. 
los ed. 283a~292a; partly in PG 86, 892-901; cf. also the excellent French translation by L. 
id P. Lemaire, Barsanuphe et Jean de Gaza:Correspondence (Solesmes, 1971), 391-404). 
ti Cyril must admit that the theological position publicly adopted by the Origenists in the 
th in their debates with the monophysites in 531 and later on in the decade, was the 
of Chalcedon; he labels this, however, mere pretence: cf. VS 72, 176, Hl. 15-16; VS 83, 188, 
39, 1. | On the whole question of the doctrinal unity of the Origenist monks, cf. also my 
,Origenism, 366-9. 

eontius von Byzanz, 226-7. 
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Constantinople would correspond well with the “frequent public disputations” 
mentioned by our author as the proving-ground of what he writes in his 
treatises;** his occasional references to enemies in high places,” as well as to 
distinguished and God-fearing friends,® would come easily, one imagines, 
from the pen of a political tactician such as Cyril describes. 

And the positive evidence for identifying these two Leontii is substantial. 
First of all, there is the matter of his name. Both the eighth-century compiler of 
the so-called Doctrina Patrum and the twelfth-century Byzantine theologian 
Euthymius Zigabenus quote from the works of the monk Leontius, edited here, 
under the name Aedvrios 6 Buldvtios.® John of Damascus, too, credits 
Aeobtios 6 Bulabrios with taking the word cecapxwpévy in Cyril's formula, 
“one nature of the Logos, made flesh,’ to refer to a second nature in Christ.” 
While he could be alluding to a number of passages in the works of the monk 
Leontius,” the Damascene is probably thinking of a passage in the eighth actio 
of the De Sectis; although this work is almost certainly not by the monk 
Leontius, it seems regularly to have been attributed to him by Byzantine copyists 
and authors, as early as the end of the eighth century.” And an anti-Julianist 
florilegium discovered and partially published by Marcel Richard” is also falsely 
ascribed in the manuscript to Aedyrios povayds Buldvrios; this collection is 
probably of “monophysite” or anti-Chalcedonian origin, and seems to date from 
the late sixth or early seventh century, but its ascription to “Leontius, monk of 
Byzantium” suggests that even then the author of the CA, another anti-Julianist 
tract, was known by this name. It seems beyond dispute, then, that the author of 


8 p, 116, Il. 2-3.  p. 126, Il 1516; p. 416, Il. 22-7. 

8 bp, 116,1.1, 1. 20-1; p. 412, 1. 8-11, 

® Doctrina Patrum 28, 1 (ed. F. Diekamp: Minster, 1907), 198, 1.24, quoting a fragment of the 
Epilyseis; Euthymius Zigabenus, Panoplia Dogmatica XV1 (PG 130, 1068 B7), quoting from the 
Epaporemnata. 

°° De Fide Orth. 55,3.11 (ed. B. Kotter, Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos II (=Patristische 
Texte und Studien, 12: Berlin, 1973), 132, ll. 38-40; PG 94, 1025 A14-B1). 

7 eg, CNE 1: p, 130, 1. 17, p. 132, 1. 16; Epil. 7: p. 294, |. 27-p. 296, l. 8; Epap. 16-17: p. 320, 
1. 15-p. 322, 1.5. 

° PG 86, 1253 A4-B12. 

* Cf, Theodore the Studite, Epist. Hl, 168 (PG 99, 1532 B10-12), referring to the oxdAia 
brepxadr} of Acdvrios 6 paxapios, The Doctr. Patr. cites the De Sectis as 7a Acoytiov oydda 
(16, XVII: 111, 1.23; 24, XV: 177, | 21; 27, I: 191, 1. 20; 29, XVI: 213, |. 3; 30, I]: 217, L. 16). The title of 
the De Sectis—in its present version, at any rate (PG 86, 1193)—is Acovriov cyoAagrixod 
Bulayriov oxddAta dro puis OeoSapov...; probably this refers to a scribe named Leontius of 
Byzantium, who copied down the lectures of the Abba Theodore (of Raithu?), its real author. (Cf. 
M- Richard, “Azo pwv7s”, Byzantion 20 (1950), 191-222, esp. 198-201 (= Opera Minora I, no. 
60)). The work seems clearly later than that of Leontius the monk, and shows some theological 
differences from his writings, even though its author seems to be dependent on Leontius s 
Christology in its general outlines; cf. M. Richard, “Le Traité ‘De Sectis’ et Léonce de Byzance”, RHE 
35 (1939), 695~723 (= Opera Minora IL, no. 55), 

4 “Le Florilége du Cod. Vatopédi 236 sur le corruptible et incorruptible’, Le Muséon 86 
(1973), 249-73, esp. 249 f. (= Opera Minora I, no. 4). 
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the works edited here was referred to as “Leontius of Byzantium” from at least 
the eighth century on, even if his manuscripts do not refer to him that way. And 
besides this similarity of name, there are two scholia, undoubtedly of early 
origin, in the Vatican manuscript of our author,® which make an identification 
of him with Cyril of Skythopolis’s Leontius virtually certain. The first names a 
certain “pious and godly man” quoted in the text®® as the Abba Nonnus; the 
second correctly identifies an authorless quotation in the text, attributed only to 
“a certain divinely wise man before our time,’ as coming from Evagrius 
Ponticus. Surely a theologian, too, can be known by the company he keeps. 

We can, then, with perfect confidence call the author of the treatises edited 
here “Leontius of Byzantium”; provided we make allowance for Cyril of 
Skythopolis’s strong theological bias, we can also begin to form some idea of his 
career from the details furnished in the Vita Sabae. And there are three further 
allusions to a monk named Leontius in contemporary sources which seem to 
refer to the same man, and which add detail and colour to Cyril’s portrait. 

‘The first of these is in Innocent of Maroneia’s letter to the presbyter Thomas 
of Thessalonica, in which Innocent reports on a three-day dialogue between 
representatives of the Chalcedonian and “monophysite” parties held in 
Constantinople, at Justinian’s order, probably sometime in 532.% Besides the 
twelve episcopal participants in the collation—six Chalcedonian bishops, 
including Hypatius of Ephesus (who seems to have been their leader and spokes- 
man), and six “monophysite” bishops—Innocent mentions a number of other 
Chalcedonians who attended, either as periti or as official observers, These in- 
cluded the zrdézras Eusebius, two synkelloi of Epiphanius, the Patriarch of 
Constantinople, three presbyters acting as representatives (apocrisiarii) of the 
Patriarchal city of Antioch, and “Leontius vir venerabilis monachus et apocrisiar- 
ius patrum in sancta civitate constitutorum’—a monk delegated to represent the 
monastic communities in the Jerusalem Patriarchate.” Since Loofs,’” a number 


* Vat. Gr. 2195, £5 and 12. These scholia are in the same hand (2") as a later part of the 
manuscript, and may have been copied with the works of Leontius from their source; cf. my 
further discussion, p. cxvii. 

© p. 128, 11. 4-6 and scholion. 

” ri tav mpo hudy avdpi Veoodgey: cf. p. 142, ll. 22~4 and scholion. 

*% ACOTV,2, 169-84, For the date, cf. Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire II, 378, n. 1; W. H.C. Frend, 
The Rise of the Monophysite Movement (Cambridge, 1972), 264, n. 2. According to the Syriac 
continuation of Zacharias Rhetor (Hist. Eccl. IX, 15: CSCO IIL, 6, 122, ll. 19-20; tr. 84, L. 16), 
negotiations between monophysites and Chalcedonians lasted “for a year or more;” thus there 
may have been more than one meeting of the kind described by Innocent. Sebastian Brock has 
published two partly preserved Syriac summaries of the same conversations, written from the 
viewpoint of the “monophysite” participants: “The Conversation with the Syrian Orthodox under 
Justinian (532), Orientalia Christiana Periodica 47 (1981) 87-121. Unfortunately, they do not 
mention Leontius or the other non-episcopal observers by name. 

® Innocent of Maroneia, 170, I]. 5-6. 109 Leontius von Byzanz, 261-9. 
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of scholars’ have identified this Leontius, too, with Cyril's Leontius of Byzantium, 
not only because of his connection with the Palestinian monasteries, but also 
because his Chalcedonian colleague Hypatius and his own friend and patron 
Eusebius were also there. From what Cyril tells us of Leontius’s connections in the 
capital later in the 530s, from the simple title monachus which Innocent gives his 
observer, and from the sense of actual “combat experience” conveyed by Leontiuss 
anti-Severan writings, it does seem highly likely that the observer of the conver- 
sations of 532 is also our author.’” If this is true, however, it provides an impor- 
tant correction to Cyril's version of his career. It is not likely that Leontius would 
have been publicly disowned by St Sabas in Constantinople in 531, only to act 
there within a year as representative of the monasteries of the Jerusalem patriar- 
chate,’® even if he had been appointed to the post by Justinian, as Schwartz 
suggests.’ The most likely explanation is that the biographer’s story of Sabas’s 
repudiation of his entourage is colored by Cyril's partisan sympathies, and that at 
least some of the delegation which accompanied the Old Man to the capital in 
531 had been sent by the whole monastic and hierarchical establishment in 
Palestine, to act as its permanent embassy there. The Leontius of the conversa- 
tions of 532, at any rate, is a man of some standing, a vir venerabilis—not a heretic 
in disgrace. 

A second group of apparent references to our Leontius from the same period 
is found in the lists of non-episcopal petitioners and observers at the Home 
Synod held in Constantinople from 2 May to 4 June, 536, under the leadership 
of Menas, the new Patriarch.’ This synod was to mark the end of what seemed 


e.g, W, Riigamer, Leontius von Byzanz. Ein Polemiker aus dem Zeitalter Justinians (Wirzburg, 
1894), 56-8; V. Grumel, “Léonce de Byzance” DThC IX (Paris, 1926), 400-1; and most recently 
Evans, Leontius of Byzantium, 172-5. 

2 Richard, however, is dubious; he finds it hard to believe that the monk of the Vita Sabae, 
whom Sabas dismissed from his entourage in 531, should have been acting as the representative 
of the Jerusalem Church and all the monks of Palestine a year later. Richard thus prefers to identify 
the Leontius of the collatio of 532 and the Home Synod of 536 (see further pp. 18-22) with 
Leontius of Jerusalem, the sixth-century “neo-Chalcedonian” writer about whom we know 
virtually nothing at all. Cf “Origéniste?,’ 65; “Léonce de Jérusalem et Léonce de Byzance,” MSR 1 
(1944), 85-8 (= Opera Minora II, no. 59), Leontius of Byzantium, Richard conjectures, “est 
demeuré, presque seul, fidéle jusqu’au bout au chalcédonisme le plus strict et pour cela fait figure 
assez étrange au milieu des théologiens de son temps” (“Origéniste?,” 65), 

3 Innocent makes Leontius the “apocrisiarius patrum in sancta civitate constitutorunt; which 
suggests first of all that he represented the Palestinian monasteries. But since the other observers 
at the collatio were representatives of the Patriarchates of Constantinople or Antioch, and since 
the monks of the Judaean desert were, if anything, more closely involved in setting the theological 
tone of the See of Jerusalem than their counterparts in Syria or near the capital, it seems probable 
that Leontius represented the Jerusalem Patriarchate as well. 

14 Kyrillos, 391. So Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, 300. 

‘6 The Acta of this Synod, along with those of its counterpart in Jerusalem in September of the 
same year and with Justinian’s anti-Origenist decree of 543, comprise what Schwartz called the 
Collectio Sabaitica: vol. II] of his Acta Conciliorum Oecurnenicorum., 


BROS GOR 


I. The Author and his Times 19 


to some contemporaries Justinian’s period of leniency—his zroAAx) avon!” — 
towards Severus's anti-Chalcedonian party. Since the summer of 531, when the 
emperor had invited banished “monophysite” monks and bishops back to the 
capital,’ his policy seems to have been one of persuasion rather than coercion: 
of putting gentle, sometimes rather ambivalent, pressure on them to overcome 
their scruples about Chalcedon and to be reconciled with the rest of the Church. 
Negotiation and dialogue—as exemplified in the conversations of 532—was to 
be the new approach to doctrinal unity. All of this meant a new freedom of 
movement and speech for the “monophysites,’ and by the mid-530s—undoubt- 
edly with the support of the empress Theodora—they were apparently enjoying 
considerable freedom of movement in the capital.’ Zodras the Stylite, an ag- 
gressively anti-Chalcedonian hermit from Syria, now settled in Sykai, on the 
outskirts of Constantinople, and conducted his own baptisms and Eucharists;”* 
Peter of Apamaea, deposed from his see in 518, arrived too, and Severus him- 
self, the most celebrated theologian of the movement, appeared in the winter of 
534/5, to be given hospitality by Theodora in the royal palace until March of the 
following year." After the death of Patriarch Epiphanius of Constantinople, in 
June 535, the ascetical Anthimus, former bishop of Trebizond, was named his 
- successor; he had participated in the conversations of 532 as a Chalcedonian, 
but now was known for his close relations with the other side." This new 
_ “monophysite” presence in Constantinople clearly worried the defenders of 
Chalcedon, whose formula of faith remained the official doctrinal position of 
Church and empire. So a determined group of diphysites—Schwartz calls them 
“eine geschlossene Truppe”''’—seems gradually to have gathered in the impe- 
rial city in the mid-530s to oppose them, drawn together not only from the 
-. monasteries and sees of Asia Minor but from as far away as Syria I (roughly 
__ present-day Lebanon) and Palestine. Among them were Leontius’s old col- 
leagues, bishops Domitian of Ancyra and Theodore Askidas of Caesaraea in 
Cappadocia.“ Late in 535, after receiving an urgent letter from some diphysite 
monks in the capital,’ Pope Agapetus arrived from Rome to negotiate on a 
number of matters with Justinian. He refused to communicate with Patriarch 
Anthimus, pointing to his uncanonical translation from the bishopric of 
Trebizond. Anthimus was deposed, and Menas ordained bishop in his place, by 


‘7 Cf. the petition of four monastic leaders to Justinian: ACO Hi, 133,1.19. 

8 Cf. the Syriac continuation of Zacharias Rhetor, Hist. Eccl, 1X, 15 (CSCO III, 6, 115, Il. 15-25; 
79, 1. 28-80, 1.4), 

18 Cf. Schwartz, Kyrillos, 392-3, and the evidence assembled there. 

No Cf ACO III, 139, lL. 1-3; 148, 1. 35; 181, |, 22; 33, £ 1; 43,11. 

4. §0 John of Beth-Aphthonia, Vita Severi: PO 2,252, 1.1 

42 Cf. ACO III, 134, |. 31; 179, Il. 4, 26-8. "3 Kyrillos, 392. 

44 Cf Cyril, VS 83, 189, ll, 3-7. nS Cf ACO II, 141,130. 
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Agapetus, on 13 March 536. Agapetus himself then died in the capital on 
22 April, and the emperor summoned the “Home Synod, or locally resident 
bishops, to deal with the broader question of the reception of Chalcedon, 
during the month of May. 

The Acta of that Synod, which anathematized Anthimus, condemned Zoéras, 
and renewed the old excommunications of Severus and Peter of Apamaea, 
include a monk named Leontius among the representatives of the Palestinian 
monasteries who are listed as observers at the first four sessions, and also 
among the signatories of three recent petitions from the monks of the East, 
which were read into the Synodal acts: one addressed to Justinian, one to Menas 
and the Home Synod, and one to the newly deceased Pope Agapetus. In the 
attendance-lists the monk is called Aedvrios wovaxos Kai Hyotpevos Kat 
TOTOTHPHTHS THs épHypov mdéons." In the libellus addressed to Agapetus, he 
styles himself in practically the same way,’ but the other two libelli provide 
somewhat more elaborate signatures: Acdvtios éAget Beod provayds, 
Trovovpevos Tov Adyov brép TeV KaTA THY Epnuov ayiwv maTépwy, in the 
petition addressed to Justinian;'and Aedvrios fyobpevos Kal wovayxds idiou 
fovacTypiou Kat bmep Ta ev TH eEphuw Kat Topdavyn ayiwv marépwy, in 
that addressed to Menas and his Synod.'” He is recognized, in other words, as 
a monk and abbot from the Judaean desert, who represents that crucially 
important ascetical population. There seems to be little question that this is the 
same Leontius who represented the Palestinian monks in Constantinople in 
532; and from what Cyril tells us of the connections of Sabas’s companion, 
Leontius of Byzantium, in the capital in the mid-530s, it seems, once again, 
highly probable that that monk also is the Leontius mentioned here. First, both 
Domitian and Theodore Askidas—active and influential in the Chalcedonian 
cause, as we have seen, from the mid-530s'°—appear in the same lists, a few 
names away from his own.”! Secondly, of the fourteen-to-twenty monks named 
in the Palestinian delegation, a majority come from Origenist strongholds, as 
Schwartz observed; one or two delegates appear from the Great Lavra—now 
fast being won over by the Origenists, according to Cyril—four, including 


16 ACO IIE, 130, 1. 24; 158, |. 29; 165, 1.30; 174,17 (om, cai pyotpevos). 

"7 Aedytios Age. Ocot povaxds Kal yyotpevos Kai roroTynpyTHs maoys THs éphi.ou: 
ACO III, 145, IL 34-5, 

48 ACO III, 37, H. 1-2. 

49 ACO TI, 50, lL 30-1. 

120 -V§ 83, 188, 1.24-189, 1.7. 

1 In three of the lists (ACO III, 158, L 23; 165, |. 24; 175, L 1), the manuscripts wrongly give 
Aouvivos for doperiayds; this may result from a confusion of names between the later bishop of 
Ancyra and the Patriarch of Antioch at the time of the Council of 553. 

14 Kyrillos, 391-2; cf. also Evans, Leontius of Byzantium, 163-4. 
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Domitian, are from the coenobitic monastery of Martyrius, one or two from 
the lavra of Firminus, and three or four from the Nea Lavra.’ So the Leontius 
present at the Synod is in just the sort of company where one would expect 
Cyril's Origenist to be. 

If we do identify this Leontius of the Home Synod with the author Leontius 


_ of Byzantium, we learn a few important new details about his career. He is 


still—in 536—acting as “representative (roaornpytis = apocrisiarius) of the 
whole desert,’ still “speaking for the holy fathers in the desert.’ True, the latter 
of these two phrases is not peculiar to Leontius in the Acta, but resembles the 
declaration made by many of the signatories—and by the whole Palestinian 
delegation’““—that they represent all of the monks of the desert near Jerusalem. 
But Leontius, as Evans observes,” is the only monk in the Palestinian sections 
of the lists who is never connected with either a monastery or a particular place 
there; instead, he is simply called “monk and hegumen’—a title not given to 
him in any of our previous sources—or even “hegumen and monk of his own 
monastery.’ Although Richard takes these titles as proof that the Leontius of the 
collatio and the Synod is not the hermit-theologian,'° Schwartz’”” and Evans'* 
suggest—more plausibly, I think—that the former follower of Sabas may simply 
have set up his own hermit’s cell or Einsiedelei in Constantinople, and that 
“hegumen of his own monastery” may merely be a decorous way of saying 
Leontius was now juridically an independent ascetic, not subject to any of the 
established superiors of the Judaean desert.” As such, his role at the Synod of 


23 For their Origenist allegiance, cf. VS 83, 188, Il. 15-24. We have no evidence about the 
theological orientation of the relatively new lavra of Jacob, called “the Turrets” (Tupyéot), which 
sent three delegates; and the koinobion of Theodosius—called by Schwartz “ein Bollwerk der 
Orthodoxie” (Kyrillas, 391)—was undoubtedly represented because its hegumen, Sophronius, was 
archimandrite of all the koinobia in Palestine (so ACO IIE, 133, 1. 36-134,1, 2). Cf, Evans, Leontius 
of Byzantium, 165. 

24 Cf the formula which ends the list of Palestinian delegates at session 1: of mavres 
mparrovres trep Te CavTaY Kal THY oixelwy povagTnpiwy Kal TavTwY TOV év TH dyias 
moAews povaxdy (ACO LI, 130, Hl. 33-4). 

25 Leontius of Byzantium, 180-1,n. 102. 

26 “Origéniste?,’ 64—5; “Léonce de Jérusalem’, 82. 

27 Kyrillos, 391. 8 Leontius of Byzantium, 181-2. 

28 Evans (Leontius of Byzantium, 182) points out the parallel instance of a certain Isidore, who 
signs the libellus addressed to Menas and the Home Synod as “priest and hegumen of his own cell 
(uov7), which is in the woods near the (church of the?) holy martyr Epimachus, under Photinus, 
the holy bishop of Chalcedon (ACO III, 49, ll. 9-11)? Clearly this Isidore is a hermit living by 
himself. A monk named John signs the libellus to Pope Agapetus “priest, of his own cell (20v}) in 
the Pedias (ACO III, 146, I. 11-12), and the /ibellus to Justinian “priest and monk of the lavra of 
the sands (?: ray dyysiey) in the Pedias (ACO III, 37, H. 31-2);” Evans (Leontius of Byzantium, 
n. 107) takes these two signatures as meaning that John is actually head of an established —and 
unknown—lavra, but it seems equally plausible to see them as a roundabout way of saying that he 
has been living in the desert by himself. In support of this interpretation of Leontius’s way of 
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536 seems to have been that of delegate-at-large for all the Palestinian commu- 
nities: a position similar to his apparent role at the conversations of 532. 

A third Leontius of this period, finally, who may well be identical with. 
Leontius of Byzantium, is mentioned by Photius in his summary of a polemical 
work by a certain “Basil the Cilician” According to Photius,’*° this Basil 
identifies himself as having been a priest of Antioch under the Patriarch Flavian 
(498-512), during the reign of the emperor Anastasius I (491-518)—a claim 
probably meant as much to underline Basil's theological allegiance to the 
moderate Chalcedonian Patriarch as to provide biographical information. 
Photius summarizes Basil's treatise against John of Skythopolis, as Codex 107 
of his library. John, a learned and outspoken proponent of the “neo- 
Chalcedonian” Christology that was then being developed, seems to have been 
bishop of Skythopolis in Palestine between 536 and 548;'*' he wrote several 
works in defence of Chalcedon and against Severus, ** and composed the first 
scholia on the works of Dionysius the Areopagite. Basil’s attack on John was in 
sixteen books, mainly in dialogue form; besides the usual range of personal 
charges, he apparently criticized John for relying too heavily on the celebrated 
anathemas appended to Cyril of Alexandria’s Third Letter to Nestorius, 
especially on the twelfth, “theopaschite” anathema.’* Photius tells us that Basil 
rejected two of John’s own theses in particular: “that the Logos suffered in the 
flesh” and that “to say ‘Christ’ is the same as to say ‘God?™ In Photius’s eyes, 
Basil was clearly a Nestorian; true, he did not acknowledge Nestorius openly, 
“but he called Diodore and Theodore ‘Fathers)”** which for Photius amounts to 
the same thing.* John of Skythopolis, too, had equated BaciAevavot with 


styling himself, Evans reminds us of a quip St Sabas is said to have made to St Theodosius, founder 
of the great koinobion (VS 65, 166, Il. 24~6):“Lord abba, you are the hegumen of children, but I am 
a hegumen of hegumens; for each of those under me, being independent (atre£odctos), is 
hegumen of his own cell (rod tSfou «eAAlov).” 


50 Bibliotheca, Cod. 107: ed. R. Henry IL, 77, ll. 34-7; PG 103, 380 C7-10. 

31 Cf. Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, 269-72, n. 

2 Tt is unclear just how many anti-monophysite works John wrote. The Doctrina Patrum (13, 
XII, 85-6), the Lateran Synod of 649 (Mansi X, 1108 B1-5), and the Sixth Council (Mansi XI, 437 
D-440 C) quote from a work of his “Against Severus” in at least eight books. Photius, Bibl., Cod. 95 
(ed. R. Henry II, 48; PG 103, 340 B14-C7) briefly summarizes another work of John’s “Against 
Those Who Are Separated (dmocyxiorat) from the Church, or Against Eutyches and Dioscorus 
and Those Who Agree with Them, and Refuse to Confess Christ in Two Natures.” 

33 Photius, Bibl, Cod. 107: ed. R. Henry II, 78, Il. 9-11; PG 103, 381 A5~7. 

54 Bibl. Cod. 107: ed. R. Henry 75, ll. 24-6; PG 103, 377 B16-17. 

85 Bibl., Cod. 107: ed. R. Henry 78, Il. 5~7; PG 103, 380 D4-381 A2. 

28 So Photius, reporting on John of Skythopolis’s treatise “Against the Amoayiaras” (Cod. 95), 
says that it was directed against another, anonymous polemical work, entitled “Against Nestorius” 
but in reality aimed at “seducing the simple to give an ear” to Nestorian doctrine (ed. R. Henry I], 
48, Il. 17~21; PG 103, 340 C13—D4). Photius conjectures that the author may have been Basil the 
Cilician. If he is right, Basil must have written a treatise to prove one could be a supporter of 
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Neoropravol in his commentary on the Pseudo-Dionysius,’” a title which 
suggests that Basil—in all likelihod this same Basil—represented a whole group 
of diphysites to whom John was fiercely opposed. Once again, the linking of 
epithets seems questionable; from the hints Photius gives of the doctrinal 
content of Basil's work, it seems to have been a defence of the “symmetrical” 
language of the Chalcedonian formula, but to have concentrated largely on the 
analysis of scriptural texts in the longer Antiochene tradition. 

Significantly, Basil, who seems to have been writing actively at least through 
the 530s,'*8 dedicated his attack on John of Skythopolis “to a certain Leontius, 
who had requested it; he addresses this Leontius, Photius tells us, with the re- 
spectful titles of“most holy (60.«7a70v) and most dear to God (AeogiAgararov) 
and father“? Although it cannot be shown conclusively that this Leontius is the 
Leontius of Byzantium I have been discussing, Basil’s dedication would fit the 


Theodore and still be an opponent of Nestorius, which in turn inspired John, a neo-Chalcedonian, 
to demonstrate his own distance from the classical monophysites Eutyches and Dioscorus 
(cf. n. 128). Photius, however, remains unimpressed by Basil’s distinction. It is interesting to 
note that Philoxenus of Mabbug, in his letter to Maron of Anazarbus, boasts of having forced 
a “certain person” on the Chalcedonian side—clearly Flavian of Antioch—to anathematize 
“Nestorian” theologians by name, because “he considered them as orthodox teachers and Fathers” 
(cf. J. Lebon, “Textes inédits de Philoxene de Mabbog’, Le Muséon 43 (1930), 50, 1. 2; tr. 73, 
IL 16-17; and cf. Lebon’s explanation, pp. 25-7). Fanatical opposition to Diodore and Theodore 
undoubtedly had a long history. 


37 In De Cael. Hier. 7 (PG 4,72 A13-14); In De Eccl. Hier. 7 (PG 4, 181 C3). 

138 Basil's controversy with John must have been at its height during the 530s, since it is unlikely 
that John’s commentary on Ps.-Dionysius, in which he refers disparagingly to Basil's party, can 
have been written much before then. In one passage, after referring to the “Basilians,” John also 
refers scornfully to “the myths of the Origenists” as a contemporary threat (viv): cf. In De Eccl. 
Hier. 7 (PG 4, 176 A8-9), Since the controversy between “neo-Chalcedonians” and Origenists in 
Palestine apparently did not become violent until some time after the death of Sabas (so Cyril, VS 
83, 188, ll. 13-22), John’s remark against Basil, too, would seem to date from after 532. 

Photius confirms this dating in a general way by reporting on another work of Basil: his 
Ecclesiastical History (Cod. 42: ed. R. Henry I, 26-7; PG 103, 76 A7-C2). This was written in three 
books, according to Photius: the first dealing with the years of the emperors Marcian to Zeno 
(450-74); the second (which Photius possessed) reaching from Zeno to the death of Anastasius I 
(474-518); and the third “beginning from the reign of Justin.” Unless this third book was very 
short, or dealt with events in much greater detail than the first two, it must have gone down well 
into the reign of Justinian: perhaps into the 540s. 

E. Honigmann (Evéques et évéchés monophysites d’Asie Antérieure au VI siecle: CSCO Subsidia 
2 (Louvain, 1951), 80-1) is surely right in distinguishing this BaorAetos KiAcé from the “Basil, 
bishop of Irenoupolis in Cilicia under the Emperor Anastasius” mentioned in the Suda (cf. Suidae 
Lexicon I,ed. A. Adler (Leipzig, 1928), 459, ll. 7-9), Nor is there any evidence to support identifying 
either Basil with the author of “homilies and other works” in Syriac, mentioned in the Catalogue 
of ‘Abdisho’ bar Berikha, as J. S. Assemani (Bibliotheca Orientalis Clementino-Vaticana II, 1 
(Rome, 1724), 38) and K. A. Baumstark (Geschichte der syrischen Literatur (Bonn, 1922), 118) have 
done, The name Basil, after all, was probably even more common than that of Leontius. 

‘Photius, Bibl., Cod. 107 (ed. R. Henry H, 75, 1.7; PG 103, 377 A13). 

4° Photius, Bibl., Cod. 107 (ed. R. Henry EI, 78, ll. 12-14; PG 103, 381 A8-10). 
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Origenist leader well, particularly at the time of his influence in the capital during 
the mid-530s. Leontius's own theological position, as we shall see, is also decidedly 


opposed to the “neo-Chalcedonian’ stream represented by John of Skythopolis, — 


just as his main work in Constantinople in the 530s and 540s seems to have 
been directed against compromise with the party of Severus; it is probable, then, 
that he developed cordial relations with other diphysite Chalcedonian groups. 
Nevertheless, Leontius is careful, in his own writings, to recognize the correctness 
of theopaschite language,’ even though he lays no emphasis on it himself. His 
own fierce attack on Diodore and Theodore, along with his disavowal of earlier 
cordial relations with their admirers, may be, as we shall see, an attempt of the 
Origenist leader to free himself from earlier, compromising associations—even, 
perhaps, from his association with Basil the Cilician! 

Having examined all the available evidence for the life of Leontius, I ought 
perhaps to summarize what can be said about him with any degree of certainty, 
granting the validity of all these identifications, before going on to consider the 
date and character of his writings. Leontius was probably born—in Byzantium, 
as his name suggests—during the last quarter of the fifth century. We know 
nothing of his ancestry or early life, but can assume from the quality of his 
works that he received a good education. At some time between 510 and 520, 
probably, he would have come to the Palestinian desert to live the monastic life, 
and after spending some time as an exile in the wilderness of the Dead Sea, with 
Nonnus and his “Origenist” companions, Leontius would have been admit- 
ted—or readmitted'**—with them into the Nea Lavra, about the year 519. There 
he seems to have risen quickly to prominence, in a community traditionally 
known for its interest in the tradition of Origen and Evagrius, and for its intel- 
lectual intensity and freedom; at any rate, we next find him as part of Sabas’s 
delegation in an important mission to the capital in 531, and immediately hear 
of his joining there in theological debate to defend the Christology of Chalcedon 
against its Severan critics. 

Whether he had been sent by his desert brethren as a kind of permanent agent, 
or whether Justinian now noticed his theological acumen and coopted him for 
the post, Leontius apparently remained in Constantinople for several years: living 
independently—in title, at least, a hermit—and taking part in the ecclesiastical 
controversy and intrigues of the imperial city. He would have attended the 
conversations with the “monophysites” in 532, as the Palestinian monastic 
representative on the Chalcedonian side. When the “monophysite” party began to 


4U CA: 112,11 30-1; 113, H. 1-2; DTN 41: 160, IL. 1-2. 

“2 Tt is not clear from Cyril’s account whether Leontius was one of the original four Origenists 
who had entered the lavra in 514, or whether he had first joined Nonnus and his followers in their 
desert exile. 
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speak out more boldly, in the mid-530s, Leontius seems still to have been one of 
the leaders of the opposition, and brought at least two of his old Origenist allies— 
Domitian and Theodore Askidas, both now bishops in Asia Minor—to join him 
in preparing for a confrontation. At the Home Synod of 536, Leontius and his 
fellow Chalcedonians apparently won their greatest victory, and he seems to have 
returned to Palestine soon afterwards, his mission accomplished. 

There, new conflicts awaited him: more primitive conflicts, between the rest- 
less, inquiring “Origenist” monks—who seem to have defended, among other 
things,a strongly diphysite Christology as the only possible form of Chalcedonian 
orthodoxy—and their more cautious opponents, whose Christological sympa- 
thies lay with the growing “neo-Chalcedonian” synthesis. By 538 or 539 these 
conflicts ended in violence, and whatever credence one gives to Cyril's story of 
the abortive assault by the “Origenists” on the Great Lavra, Leontius seems to 
have been at the center of the storm. After enlisting the help of his old friend 
aatras Eusebius, in late 539 or early 540, Leontius himself returned to the capi- 
tal to conduct the “Origenist” defence in the capital once agan. This defence in- 
cluded persuading Peter, Patriarch of Jerusalem, to break with Ephrem, the 
strongly “neo-Chalcedonian” Patriarch of Antioch, who had recently con- 
demned the works of Origen; but Ephrem and the ambitious Roman deacon 
Pelagius allied with Patriarch Peter and the anti-Origenist monks of Palestine to 
persuade Justinian to join himself to that condemnation. The emperor's edict, 
published in Jerusalem in February 543, was a severe blow to the Origenists, but 
not the end; fighting for survival in Palestine, and helped by the diplomatic strat- 
egy of Theodore Askidas at court, they rose again to influence in the late 540s, 
and only seem to have declined permanently after the second condemnation of 
Origenism, at the Council of 553. Leontius had died before this last Origenist 
revival, probably sometime in 544. But the year or so between the publication of 
Justinian’s edict against Origen and Leontius’s death may well have been the 
most fruitful of the monks life, from a theological and literary point of view: the 
time when most of his works were either composed or put into their present 
form, and began to circulate as a defense of Chalcedon. It is to those works—to 
their contents and their probable dating—that we must now turn. 


Il. THE WORKS 
A. The Six Treatises 


In the Foreword (z7po8ewpia) found at the beginning of his collected works, 
as I have already mentioned, Leontius speaks of the collection itself as a 
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relatively late product of his theological career. Friends, he writes, “who have 
approved of the public disputations which we have often held, have urged us to 
provide them with some kind of written copies of the many theses and solutions 
we have orally proposed.” He has delayed writing for a long time, despite their 
urging, he says—diffident because of his lack of “worldly” education and of 
God-given inspiration. But now the spiritual need of the weaker brethren has 
driven him to comply. He has put together a “modest treatise,’ comprising 
“three Books in all,’“° which he proceeds to describe and name: in their 
traditional Latin titles, the Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos, the Contra 
Aphthartodocetas, and the Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos.'” 

This simple three-part structure, however, is not quite what we find in the 
two main manuscripts of Leontius'’s works, Vaticanus Graecus 2195 (V) and 
Oxford, Laudianus Graecus 928 (O). In each of them, Leontius’s two other anti- 
Severan works, the Epilyseis and the Epaporémata, are inserted between the 
CNE and the CA, even though the latter treatises are still labeled “Book I” and 
“Book II,’ respectively. In addition, as we shall see,"“* manuscript O presents us 
with what seem to be two alternative endings for the main text of the DTN, 
one of which presumes that a florilegium is to follow—as promised in the 
Foreword—and the other apologizing for its absence. If these endings are both 
the work of Leontius himself, they would provide evidence for two editions of 
the treatise. And V offers us, after the DTN, still another work not mentioned in 
the Foreword but purporting also to be by Leontius: the annotated florilegium 
of late fourth-century Apollinarian texts and forgeries known as the Adversus 
Fraudes Apollinaristarum. The story of the composition and arrangement of 
Leontius’s works, then—which the Byzantine world seems to have called simply 


‘8 9,116, 1 1-4. 14 ibid, I. 8-11. M8 ibid., Hl. 19-20. 

M6 p, 122,11; p. 116, 121-2. 

” Tp his first edition of the Greek text of Leontius, Angelo Mai gave birth to several long- 
standing misconceptions about the original titles and arrangement of Leontius’s works. First of all, 
he ran together the colophon he found at the end of the CA in the Vatican manuscript (xara. 
AgGaprodoxntdv) with the correct title of the DIN (ris daroppyrou ... pdpa Kal IpiapBos) 
to give an unintelligible combination at the start of “Book III,” a hybrid title that he abbreviates, in 
Latin, to Adversus Incorrupticolas et Nestorianos. He then added to the confusion by presenting 
the Epilyseis as Book II of the collected edition and moving the CA to a place by itself after the 
DTN. Migne, when reprinting Mai’s edition in 1865, restored the CA to its correct place as book II 
of the collected edition, but continued to give the impression (begun by Mai but supported neither 
by the manuscripts nor by the content of the works) that Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos is the 
title of the whole, which is then subdivided into three books. This last misconception, in particular, 
has remained in practically all the secondary literature since Mai, and has resulted in the habit 
of referring to the CA as book II of the CNE, and to the DTN as book III of the CNE. In fact, the 
manuscripts give no title to the collected edition at all. Although they do refer to the CNE as 
Aéyos , the CA as Adyos 8; and the DIN as Adyos y; it seems less confusing here to call the 
treatises simply by their individual (and correct) titles. 

8 See p.48 and n. 321. 
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7a Aedvria'”—is clearly not so simple as the Foreword suggests. To understand 
their order and interrelationship, we shall have to look at them one by one. 


1. Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos 


The full title of this treatise, the first of the “three books” mentioned by Leontius 
in his Foreword, is “An Examination and Refutation of the Opposed Fantasies of 
Nestorius and Eutyches on the Divinity and Humanity of Christ (77s kata tH 
Gedryta Tob Xpictob Kai avOpwadryra évavrias Soxjoews Neaoropiov 
Kai Edruyots ékeyyos Kat avatpom). The very breadth of such a polemic, 
aimed apparently at both extremes of fifth-century Christological interpretation, 
may at first surprise us. But there is obviously a common danger in both an 
exaggeratedly unitive Christology and an exaggeratedly divisive one: that each 
effectively reduces one aspect of the concrete Jesus to mere appearance—the 
approach of the Nestorians, his divine personhood and agency, and that of the 
Eutychians, his abiding full humanity. In fact, Leontius suggests, both parties can 
be brought together under the stinging epithet he attributes to the Abba Nonnus, 
“opposite kinds of docetist (€vavr.od0x7}7.01).”" Leontius’s underlying thesis in 
this book is that both kinds of Christological error rest on a common mistake, 
avoided only through a careful adherence to the formula of Chalcedon: the 
failure to distinguish clearly between the hypostasis or prosopon, the concrete 
individual being, and the physis or ousia, the generic reality to which a number 
of individuals belong. Further, he compares the classical positions of Nestorius 
and Eutyches in Christology to those of Sabellius and Arius on the Trinity: all 
four are led into error by confusing hypostasis, the individual, with physis or 
essence—the particular with the generic or common." Sabellius, wishing to 
emphasize the unity of the divine substance, refuses to distinguish three 
hypostases in God, while Arius, in his eagerness to safeguard the distinction 
in hypostasis between Father and Son, “divides the essence along with them? 
Similarly, Nestorius “divides the natures into hypostases,” while Eutyches 
“mingles the natures into a (single) nature”!** So Leontius sets out in the CNE, 
first of all, to “clarify and explain the concepts of hypostasis and essence, or 
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49 So Germanus of Constantinople, in the reference to Leontius mentioned above (p. 5, n. 24), 
speaks of the “very acceptable work” which Leontius, monk of the desert, composed in defence of 
Chalcedon, containing “many testimonia ... about the twofold terminology (76AAas paptupias 
... wept THs Svixhs pais); for this reason the book is also called Aedvrta.” Corresponding to 
this, the brief collection of excerpts from the CNE and the DTN which is found in a number of 
medieval manuscripts—what I have called the “Excerpta Leontina’ or A—is entitled simply é« 
Trav Acovriwy. 

190», 128, ll. 3-6; cf. also the scholion in V ad loc. 

5 p.128,1.24~p, 130,1.6. 182, 128, |. 25-p. 130,121. 
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of person and nature;”*’ the whole treatise is devoted to explaining how a 
single hypostasis, or concrete individual, can participate in more than one nature 
at the same time, without suffering damage to its own internal unity. 

After a brief introduction,’ Leontius presents his argument in seven 
numbered sections;* each begins with a question put by a “Nestorian” or 
“Eutychian” interlocutor, and consists mainly in the author’s detailed reply. 
Only in one case—question 5'%°—is the interlocutor allowed to interrupt 
Leontius’s answer with a further, related question. The work is not a dialogue, 
then, so much as a scholastic treatise, arranged according to difficulties and 
solutions.’ Question 1° directly takes up the problem of distinguishing 
between nature and hypostasis. Both sets of opponents point out together that 
if, as all parties to the discussion seem to assume, no nature actually exists apart 
from a hypostasis (ovk GT. pvois abuTooraros)'*—if, in other words, 


183, 126, IL 1-4, ‘4 126, 1 1—p. 130,19. 

‘5 These sections are not reproduced in Mai’s edition, even though they are clearly numbered 
in the manuscripts. This has Jed to some confusion. For instance, in a note to a passage from the 
CNE 3 (p. 146, ll. 6-18) included in the florilegium of the Patriarch Nicephorus’s Antirrhetica II, 
Cardinal Pitra questions the accuracy of Nicephorus'’s information that the source of the passage 
is the tpiry tBv alperindy mpdracis. Mais edition presents the CNE simply as Adyos 4, Pitra 
observes, and therefore the reference to a third proposition “nihil est nisi scholion insulsum” (Spic. 
Sol. I (Paris, 1852), 348, n. 2). Actually, Nicephorus is referring correctly to the beginning of the 
third question and response of the CNE. 

186 156, 1L 1-3. 

‘57 Leontius himself suggests this in the first sentence of the Foreword to the “collected edition,’ 
when he refers to the works he is publishing as r@v woAAdxis eipnuevwy exarropjoewr Kal 
Adcewy broTuTMsEts (1268 B5-6). A stage more formal in structure than the dialogue, this form 
of academic treatise, sometimes designated as erdtapokriseis, was adopted also by Pamphilus, in 
his Quaestiones et Responsiones, perhaps a generation later (ed. J. Declerck, CCG 19, 597-662), and 
used later by other Greek theologians. Its origin may well be in the formal dialectical exercises of 
the sixth-century philosophical schools, about which we know relatively little. 

8p, 130, Il. 10-11. 

‘® Leontius allows his interlocutors to propose this as a generally accepted principle. I can find 
no direct parallel to it in the Neoplatonic commentaries on Aristotle contemporary with Leontius, 
although it corresponds, in a general way, to Aristotle’s insistence on the metaphysical primacy of 
the concrete individual—e.g. in his distinction between “primary” and “secondary” substance (Cat. 
5, 2all-19; 3bl0). Already in the language of the Cappadocian Fathers, however—from whom 
Leontius claims to derive his identification of pdois with odo/a, and his distinction of both from 
bndaracts or mpdawrov, as general from particular—only that which does not itself exist (76 23} 
dv) is said to possess a non-hypostatic nature (Gregory of Nyssa, Vita Moysis Il: ed. H. Musurillo 
(Leiden, 1964), 40, ll. 11-12; PG 44, 333 B1-3; cp. Ps.-Basil [Didymus the Blind], Adv. Eunomium V: 
PG 29, 749 B4-7 [correcting dvurdoraroy, | 6, to évutéoTaror!]). Accidents were agreed to be 
avuméarara, because they have no concrete existence in themselves (cf. De Sectis 7: PG 86, 1240 
D5-1241 Al). Even in the fifth century there had been a controversy between Apollinarians, 
who held that the humanity of Christ was anhypostatic (and so a kind of accident in the Logos), 
and those who held it was enhypostatic, or concretely individualized; cf. the pseudepigraphic 
correspondence between Paul of Samosata and Dionysius of Alexandria (ed. E. Schwartz, “Eine 
fingierte Korrespondenz mit Paulus dem Samosatener,’ Sitzb. der bayer. Akad. der Wiss. 1927, 3, 5, 
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natures or essences only exist as instanced in the concrete individuals which 
represent them—then to speak of two natures in Christ must entail speaking of 
two hypostases as well: something the “Nestorians” presumably would affirm, 
and the “Eutychians” strenuously deny. Leontius replies first with an ad 
hominem thrust at the “monophysites” who use this argument, and asks about 
the metaphysical status of Christ’s “flesh” in the Cyrillian formula pia picts 
700 Oeov Adyou cecapkwpevy: is his flesh only part of his one nature, or 
must it be separate from nature altogether?’® To the degree that it participates 
in nature or essence at all, the “flesh” they speak of raises the same question 
against themselves that they have raised against Leontius. Secondly, he turns to 
the “Nestorians, and in what is perhaps the most celebrated passage of all his 
writings he distinguishes between the hypostasis, or individual thing, and “the 
hypostatic (r6 ebuméctaroy), or that which is individualized: namely, the 
nature or essence.'* The fact that non-hypostatic natures do not properly exist 
by themselves does not mean that natures are hypostases.’” Leontius carefully 
defines both nature and hypostasis here,’ and the definition of hypostasis, 
especially, is to be of central importance for the rest of his argument: “either 
things which are the same in nature but different numerically, or things put 
together from different natures but sharing reciprocally in a common being?“ 
The example he gives of such a “composed” hypostasis is man himself, in whose 
case each single individual shares, by definition, in the separate natures of soul 
and body.’ 

Question 2,' posed by the “advocates of division” (the “Nestorians”),’”” 
raises doubts about the appropriateness of the analogy of the human composite 
to explain the Incarnation. After admitting that every analogy limps,’® Leontius 
defends the body—soul parallel to the whole person of Christ, in that both in the 
Incarnate Logos and in every man something invisible and immortal is united 
to something visible and mortal to form a single individual, while the elements 
remain unchanged and unconfused.’” He also discusses the relative “com- 
pleteness” and “incompleteness” of soul and body in man, and of Logos and 
man in Christ. Even though both elements in each are complete, as far as their 
philosophical definitions go,’” still “the Logos is not the complete Christ, even 
though he is completely God, if humanity is not jomed to him, nor is the soul a 
complete man, even though it has a complete essence, unless the body is also 


IL 6-9; 11, IL 13-15; etc.), Both groups of Leontius’s opponents here seem to realize that if one speaks 
of Christ’s humanity as a distinct nature, one is speaking in some sense of a “hypostatic” reality. 


‘8 bp. 130, 18-26. 61 py, 132, I. 19-23. 18 ny, 132, 1.26-p. 134,13. 
16 p, 134, IL 6-20, 164 134,11. 11-13. ‘65 ibid, Hl. 18-20. 
165 134, 1.21-p. 136,12. 67 136,13. 168 1.136, I]. 9-11. 

P P p P 


' , 136, Il. 11-24. 9 ny, 138, HE 12-13. 
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understood to be in conjunction with it”’”! This is a point of capital importance 
in Leontius’s defence of Chalcedon: the Logos is indeed God, but Christ can 
only be understood correctly as God and man in a single individual. : 

Question 3, also put by the “Nestorian” side, argues that if the Logos is joined 
to a human nature as intimately as a soul is joined to its body, he will himself 
become—as the soul does—passible and circumscribed, whichis unthinkable,” 
Leontius replies that the soul suffers and becomes spatially circumscribed in 
conjunction with the body only because it has in itself the capacity for such 
limitation, but the Logos experiences none of these things in union with its 
humanity, “being impassible by nature and unchangeable.” Question 4, the 
third posed by the “Nestorians, asks simply why it is unacceptable to speak of 
two hypostases being united without confusion in Christ, just as one speaks of 
two united natures in him.’ Leontius answers by returning to his definitions 
of hypostasis and nature, and gives a schematic and rather complicated 
explanation—similar to the schematic explanations dear to the Neoplatonic 
commentators on Aristotle'”—of the “relationships (ayéceis)” of concrete 
individual and common substance within the one Incarnate Word. 

The next two questions are put into the mouth of Leontius’s “monophysite” 
or Severan opponents. In question 5, they return to the analogy of the human 
composite: if one may correctly speak of man as having one human nature, 
even though one recognizes the abiding distinction of his “parts, what harm 
can there be in referring to Christ as having one nature, too?!” After a few 
preliminary distinctions, Leontius replies that a human is only said to have one 
nature because there is a class of human composites to which each composite 
individual belongs; but there is no class of “Christs,’ since he is unique in 
history.'” Leontius then puts forward the counter-argument that if the Logos 
and the Father are one in nature (as Nicaea proclaimed), then to speak of 
humanity and divinity in Christ as being also one nature implies logically that 
Christ’s humanity is of one nature with the Father.!”* Question 6 represents the 
“monophysite” opponents’ attempt to turn the tables on Leontius: if there are 
two natures in man, as well as one composite human nature, then we must 
also speak of three natures in Christ, as well as two!'” Leontius replies 
rather contemptuously that one could subdivide the “parts” of human nature 


1p, 138,11. 14-16, 2 p.140, 11. 6~9, 73 py, 142,L7—p. 1441.2. 

4 p, 144,11. 9-12, 

"5 Cf. the auuyias or “pairs of relationships” elaborated by the fifth-century commentator 
Ammonius Hermeiou, In Cat. (ed. A. Busse (Berlin, 1895)), 25, Il. 9-12; or by John Philoponus, In 
Cat. (ed. A. Busse (Berlin, 1898)), 28, ll. 21-3. A similar diagram of these “pairs” appears in two 
manuscripts of those commentators and in the Oxford manuscript of Leontius, which may well 
go back to the authors themselves; see n, 519. 

7% p, 150, ll. 9-14. "7 ».152,1.20-p. 154,14, 8 p, 154,11 21-4, 

19 p, 156,11. 16-20. 
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almost indefinitely; to speak of the two natures in Christ, however, is not simply 
to make technical distinctions, but to represent in shorthand the two main 
and irreducible aspects of his person. “For the parts of Christ are unmingled 
godhead and manhood. Soul and body are not parts of Christ, but parts 
of a part?! 
_ Question 7 seems, like question 1, to be put jointly by both “Nestorians” and 
_“Eutychians”: it is the simple request for Leontius to discuss the “manner of 
union (rpozros 775 Evebcews)” between God and man in Christ:'*' how can 
one conceive of a real, ontologically significant union between two such 
_ disparate elements? After criticizing the “exaggerated reverence (evAdBevav 
mepitTHv) of those who refuse to speculate on such things,’ Leontius agrees 
- that the union in Christ—which must be a “substantial, concrete union of 
essences (7) kar’ ovaiay Te Kal ovaLwOdns Kal evuTdaTaTos éwors)”—is a 
Mystery, open only to faith guided by divine light.“ He then rejects the 
two explanations of the union traditionally associated with his two sets of 
opponents. The “Nestorian” conception of “union in dignity (e*wors 


kar a€tav)’, he argues, would apply equally well to the saints, who share in the 


status.and dignity of the Son, and does not do justice to Christ's unique 
relationship to God.’® But the “monophysite” explanation—that the two 
natures, the divine and human, which existed “before the union” became in 
Christ permanently one—leads simply to a confusion (ovyyuors) of the 
elements of the Incarnate Word. Leontius then distinguishes, at some length, 
= the various kinds of union and division that can exist between individuals,'® 
and insists that the union of natures in Christ must not be one that produces a 
hybrid of God and man, but rather one that “preserves the individual character 
of (their) existence, even in unity ®’ 

After concluding his argument, Leontius offers his readers a florilegium or 


anthology of eighty-eight brief patristic testimonia, introduced and occasion- 


- ally interlarded with his own comments, to support both his use of terms and 
his understanding of what union and distinction really mean in Christ. I shall 
have more to say about this and his other florilegia later. 

Taken all together, the CNE is really nothing more than a defence of the 
- Chalcedonian definition of Christ’s person, as one hypostasis in two natures, 
against challenges from both sides of the traditional fifth-century Christological 
dispute. One cannot help feeling that the balance Leontius tries to maintain 
here between two sets of opponents is a little artificial; both the florilegium, and 
the further development of his position in the two works that follow, suggest 
that the real opponents he has in mind are the Severan “monophysites.’ In any 


18 py, 162,11. 14-16, 81 jbid., IL. 22-30. 82 p, 164,11 1-15. 18 ibid, IL 16-17. 
4 164, IL. 21-4, 85 », 166, 1. 1-p. 168,121. 8p, 168, |, 26—p. 174, L. 10. 
87 by, 174, IL. 4-8; cf. also p. 170,11 16-18. 
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case, we have little evidence today to suggest that a “Nestorian” rejection of the 
Chalcedonian formula was a widely held position in the Greek-speaking 


Church of the sixth century. Leontius’s method of attack, however, is to present. . 


his own form of strictly Chalcedonian diphysism as a middle position between 
two extremes that rest ultimately on the same error: a somewhat contrived line 
of argument, perhaps, but dialectically an effective one. There are few clues in 
the text to the date of this work; the reference, near the beginning, to the “top 
philosophers” who hope to “make themselves wise men by decree”” could 
be a bitter reference to those who engineered the condemnation of Origen in 
543, but it could refer to earlier influential opposition at court, as well. Whatever 
the date of composition of the CNE in its present form, however, its content 
seems to belong best in the heated theological atmosphere of the 530s, when 
the accusation of “Nestorianism” was not unknown! and when the “mono- 
physite” party led by Severus of Antioch was still active in Justinian’s capital. 


2. Epilyseis 


The CNE is followed, as I have said, in manuscripts V and O, not by the work 
announced in the Foreword as Adyos 8’ (the CA), but by a long dialogue 
entitled “Solutions of the Arguments advanced by Severus (émAvcets rev U7rd 
Levipov mpoPePAnpéevwv ovdAdoyioua@r). The opening lines tell us 
explicitly that the work is intended as a supplement to the CNE, written—again 
at the behest of friends—in answer to new arguments raised by his opponents, 
which did not seem adequately forestalled by the first treatise.’ Although 


188 p, £26, |, 17. For the textual implications of this epithet, cf. p. 86, n. 482. 

18 p, 126, IL. 15-16. 

50 The clearest example is that of the monastic community of the “Akoimetoi” or “Sleepless Ones,” 
a community of pro-Chalcedonian monks in Constantinople, who were accused by Justinian of 
Nestorianism in a letter to Pope John I of June, 533, on the grounds that they refused to acknowledge 
that the man Jesus is “one of the holy and consubstantial Trinity” (Mansi VIII, 795 C-797 B). John 
replied on 25 March 534, confirming Justinian’s profession of faith and excommunicating the 
Akoimetoi until they should sign a similar profession themselves (ibid. 797 C - 799 D4, esp. 799 A11- 
15). The Akoimetoi had a long diphysite tradition, and were undoubtedly still remembered for their 
dispute with the “Scythian monks” over the theopaschite formula (“One of the holy Trinity suffered in 
the flesh”) some fifteen years earlier. It seems unlikely, however, that the members of this community 
were genuinely Nestorian in their sympathies, since both their hegumen John and their archimandrite 


Euethius were present in the monastic delegation at the Synod of 536 (ACO IHL, 47, Il. 39-41; 68, IL. 


15-16). As we have seen in the case of Basil the Cilician, “Nestorian” was a label all too readily pinned 
on anyone who sympathized with the basic concerns represented by Antiochene Christology. 

11 ‘The title is given in the singular, as EaiAvots ..., in O and in Mai’s edition, but the plural 
form, which appears in V, seems to correspond better with the announced intention of the work 
as a discussion of several newly raised difficulties; see also the plural form in p. 278, 1. 12. 

192», 270, H. 4-14. See also the reference to “the first section of our earlier work Against the 
Opposed Docetists”: p. 296, Il, 13~15. 
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there is no mention of Severus in the body of the text, the title identifies him, 
the most articulate spokesman for those who rejected the Chalcedonian 
formula, as the source of the objections dealt with here. If this is true, the most 
likely date for the work’s composition would be the time when both Severus 
and Leontius were in Constantinople, engaged in theological discussion, 
between, the winter of 535 and March, 536. In any case, the Epilyseis is an 
unambiguously pro-Chalcedonian work, and attacks “monophysite” arguments 
in even greater technical detail—and with greater theological profundity— 
than did the anti- monophysite sections of the CNE. 

‘The work is written in dialogue form, though its conversational character 
becomes less and less marked as it progresses, and finally disappears altogether. 
The argument seems to fall into eight sections, which I have marked in the text; 
they are not numbered in the manuscripts, but Leontius’s reference, near the 
end of the work, to “the first chapter of our discussion above”! suggests he was 
writing with some subdivisions in mind. 

The first section’ raises the question whether the Logos assumed a 
“particular nature (rv teva daw)” when becoming man, or human 
nature in general.’ Leontius denies the validity of the distinction, repeating 
the burden of his earlier discussion of hypostasis and nature in the CNE: an 
individual, he insists, is always an individual hypostasis, participating in a 
nature as a particular member of a universal reality, but marked off as a 
hypostasis of that nature by its distinguishing characteristics. In section 2 of 
the work,'” his interlocutor turns to the subject of number: does not the 
predication of number, as in the phrase “two natures,’ always imply “quantity 
and division (76 7oc6v Kai dunpnevov)?”!* Leontius replies that number of 
itself implies neither division nor unity, but merely expresses the relationships 
perceived within and among objects.’ When applied to natures, number “does 
not properly signify their quantity (r6 o0dv adrd@v) but their diversity (76 
érepoyevés),*” even if, when applied to hypostases, it signifies a quantity of 
distinct individuals. In section 3,” the opponent challenges Leontius'’s dogged 
insistence on the classical Cappadocian definitions of hypostasis and nature: 


13 dy r@ mpwarw Keparaiw trav aptins hropyuéveny: ibid, IL. 13-14. 

4 p,270,1 15-p.272, 1.26. 

1% The question is not so jejune as it might sound. One of the principal defenses of the ia 
gvots-formula, advanced even by“neo-Chalcedonians,’ was that vars can be used in two senses: 
to denote a nature or essence as a universal to which many individuals belong, and to denote 
an individual instance of that nature, a pdocs i8ix7, which is not the same as the hypostasis. 
Cf. Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Nestorianos I, 20 (PG 86, 1485 D1); II, 1 (ibid. 1529 C13); I, 7 
(ibid. 1552 D2-4); cf. also M. Richard, “Léonce de Jérusalem’, 60-2. 

196 So esp. p. 272, ll. 15-26; cp. CNE 4: p. 144, 1. 25~p. 146, 1. 4; and 7: p. 168, |. 26-p. 170, |. 8. 

97 .272,1.27-p.276,1.21. 8 p,272, 1130-1, 99 274,11. 4~12. 

200 1p, 274, IL 28-30. 2 »,276,1.22—p. 282, 1.15. 
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even if these are adequate to express the relationships within the Trinity, in 
the Incarnation the very “newness of the Mystery (7d xawwompemes Tob 
yvaTnpiou)”—to echo Gregory of Nyssa’s word—demandsa new understanding . 
of the terms.”” Leontius forcefully replies that words must retain the same 
definitions for every reference, if language is to remain within the rules of 
predication.*” Of course no human speech is adequate to express the Mystery of 
God—even less adequate in the case of the Trinity than in that of the Incarnation, 
since it is the latter that reveals the Mystery to us.”™ But this inadequacy does not 
mean that one may consider one’s use of “hypostasis” and “physis,’ when one is 
talking about either God or God made man, to be exempt from the requirements 
of logic or linguistic consistency. Leontius’s opponent then observes that while 
the Fathers are consistent in their use of these terms for the Trinity, they are less 
so when speaking of the Incarnation; Cyril of Alexandria, for instance, 
occasionally uses “hypostasis” and “physis” as synonyms. Leontius, however, 
denies that such variations are any more than examples of metaphor, or of a 
permissible inexactness of speech 

In section 4,’ the opponent brings forward one of the key phrases in the 
Christological formulary of the sixth-century opponents of the Chalcedonian 
definition: “one composite nature of Christ (uia picts Xpiotob abvOeros).”*™ 
Since they confess his one nature as “composite, they argue, it is an 
“impertinence” to accuse them of simply combining his humanity and divinity 
into anew hybrid. In answer, Leontius distinguishes between the act of odvOects 
or €vwais and the things which are so united; what is one in Christ, after the 
union, is his hypostasis, but his human and divine natures—in which he is 
consubstantial with his mother and his Father, respectively—remain, “since 
neither of them changes ... but each preserves, even in union, the difference 
between them.” In section 5,” the interlocutor returns to the supposition of 
section 1: individual objects belonging to one identifiable generic reality are 
each conventionally said to be themselves that “one nature’?! Leontius again 
rejects the notion of “singular natures” as being a misuse of terms; each object, 
he insists, “has a common nature, according to its common species, and a 
proper hypostasis, which distinguishes what is proper in it from what is 


22 p, 276, Il. 22-7, referring to Gregory of Nyssa, Ref. Conf: Eunomii 3 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 313, 
I. 13-17; PG 45, 468 B13-C3); Cer. Eun. III, 3 (ed. Jaeger II, 131, ll. 19-22; PG 45,705 D11-708 A2). 

203 p, 276, 1. 28~p. 278, 1. 15. #4, 278, |. 23-p, 280, L 2. 23, 280, I. 6-16. 

208 p, 280, 1. 17-p. 282,115. 207». 282, |. 16—p. 284, L. 15. 

28 See, for instance, the letter of the monophysite bishops to Justinian—probably dating from 
early in 532—given in the Syriac continuation of Zacharias Rhetor, Hist. Eccl. IX, 15 (CSCO IIL, 6: 
119, | 13-121,1 8; tr, 82,1. 13-83, 1. 22). For the adoption of the terms ovvGeais and atv Geros, with 
qualifications, by the “neo-Chalcedonians,” see my article “Origenism’, 361-2, n. 2. 
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- common, by defining marks and characteristics?** Section 67% discusses 
_ patristic tradition as a norm for theological language. The “monophysite” 
interlocutor points out that some formulations with respectable pedigrees—for 
example, “that of the two natures” in Christ’““—have been rejected by later 


- : Fathers because they have been misused by heretics, and so have acquired 


dangerous associations. Leontius observes that heretics have misused holy 
Scripture as well, but this does not justify our imitating Marcion and expunging 
passages wholesale.”* Since heresy always goes on, he argues, no Fathers can 
provide, by themselves, a final norm for the correct use of theological language. 
Each generation must have the right to decide the issues for itself, and does so 
principally through the judgments of the holy Synods.”"* 

In the important seventh section,”” Leontius’s “monophysite” opponent 
concedes that his party, too, recognizes two natures in Christ “on the purely 
conceptual level (uoty TH émevoia);'> though they believe his nature is a 
single, composite one in its concrete reality. The Chalcedonians themselves, he 
continues, speak occasionally of two hypostases, conceptually distinct but 
united in actuality; their criticism of the“monophysites” therefore holds equally 
against themselves.”” In his reply, Leontius first discusses éaivoca—which we 
might translate as “conceit” or “creative thinking.” There are two kinds, he 
says: the sort of thinking which teases out the possibilities of an idea and reveals 
new implications in it; and the sort which actually fabricates from experience 
notions of beings which do not exist at all. In either sense, to recognize two 
natures in Christ évivoia ydvy is to deny to those natures any reality of their 
own; the Fathers have, it is true, spoken of division between the two natures in 
Christ as existing ér.vola jzdv7, but have always held the natures themselves to 
_ exist both actually and in inseparable unity.**! Secondly, though Leontius seems 
- to admit tacitly that his side has at times distinguished two hypostases in Christ 
in such a “purely conceptual” way, he denies strongly that they have ever held 
their actual existence as separate things, either “before” or “after the union.” 

‘The eighth section” is the longest and undoubtedly the most complicated 
chapter of the work. Leontius’s interlocutor again returns, in effect, to the first 
question raised in the CNE: if every existent being consists of common and 
individual elements, and if nothing is lacking from either of the two realities 
united in Christ, then both his divinity and his humanity must have elements 
they share with other individuals, as well as elements peculiar to themselves. If 


42», 286, IL. 2-4, 23 p, 286, 1. 8p. 288, 1. 14, 44», 286, Il. 10-11. 
45 p, 286, Il. 20-3. 218 p, 288, UL 4-11. 417 p,288,1. 15~p.296, 1. 16. 
218 py, 288,1. 15. 29 ibid, Il. 17-26. 


220 For the history of the patristic use of this term up to and including Leontius, see Antonio 
Orbe, La Epinoia, Algunos preliminares histéricos de la distincién Kar’ émivotav (en torno a la 
filosoffa de Leoncio Bizantina) (Rome, 1955). 
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that is so, one must logically either speak of two natures and two hypostases in 
Christ, or else one must accept “one nature,” alongside “one hypostasis,” as — 
equally correct.“ In his reply, Leontius first emphasizes again that it is never. 
correct to speak of an actual division (6aipeacs) in the historical person of 
Christ, the Incarnate Word, either “before” or “after” the union of his natures; 
since neither nature is “the whole Christ” by itself (see CNE 2), then as far as 
Christ is concerned “there was no time when these were not united?” so that 
division in Christ is always a purely conceptual matter.” Still, “there is 
something incommunicable in the union, which is explained by the very 
greatness of the divine nature.” Therefore the union in Christ cannot be a 
“natural” thing; indeed, Leontius is unwilling to look on even the union of soul 
and body in man, or of the elements in the universe, as brought about simply by 
the operation of natural laws—they are all the creative work of the divine 
Logos.” So, he says, the real concern of Christological investigation should not 
be the natures that are united in Christ, but the mode of union (rpdzros THs 
évcboews) between them, and the final product (dzroréAeopa) of it. On the first 
of these subjects, Leontius rejects both the “way of division’ —the explanation 
of the unity of Christ in purely moral or linguistic terms—and the “way of 
confusion’, which hybridizes deity and humanity into a new, third thing; the 
only acceptable model is the “middle way” of “unconfused and inseparable 
union, in which two undiminished natures fully belong to one subject, and so 
bring about in that subject an “exchange of characteristics.” A union of this 
kind is “more unitive that the kind that completely divides, but richer than the 
kind that completely confuses.” As for the “product” of this kind of union, it 
must be neither wholly the same as either part taken by itself, nor wholly 
different; the sameness will reside in the single hypostasis participating in both 
a human and a divine nature, the difference in the natures themselves.” To 
speak only of one nature in Christ is to suggest that divinity and humanity have 
become, in him, the same as each other;’”” but if we can discern in Christ ways 
of acting that are opposed, even contradictory to each other—being visible and 
being invisible, for instance, or being mortal and being immortal—there must 
be two distinct natures in him.” A hypostasis, in Leontius’s anthropology, is by 
definition capable of “receiving opposite and contradictory predicates,” but a 
nature, as a recognizable principle and pattern of behavior, must remain 
consistent with itself** After a brief excursus denying the relevance of the 
question of the pre-existence of Christ's manhood to that of the unity of his 
person’ and rejecting Cyril’s formula asserting that Christ is one “from two 


24 296, 17-28. 25 py, 296, ll. 33-4. 26 p, 296, 1. 30-p. 298, 1.25. 
27 », 300, 8-9. 28», 300, HL. 13-20. 29 1, 302, |. 1-p. 304, 1. 3. 
230 p, 304, ll. 4—5. 3p, 304, I. 5~9. 222 304, 1. 12-16, 
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hypostases,”** Leontius ends the Epilyseis by returning to his first principles: 
the difference between hypostasis and nature, the role of characteristics 
(28ce)4a7a) in marking out both natures and individuals, and the possibility of 
two sets of natural characteristics being predicable of a single person.?” 


3. Epaporémata 


The next work in manuscripts V and O is also not one of those announced in 
the Foreword; it is a series of thirty terse theses—the first fourteen little 
more than syllogisms, the last sixteen generally more discursive—entitled 
“Proposals and Definitions Offered as Objections against those who Deny the 
Double Reality of the Divine and Human Nature in the One Christ, after the 
Union (évavropjpara brobeT Kd Te Kal OptoTiKa mpos Gpvoupevous ev TH 
évi Xptotw, peta THY evwory, THV Sit THY THs Oelas TE Kal avOpwmivys 
gicews dAnberav)? This is the same set of theses that is later quoted—wholly 
in the Doctrina Patrum’* and partly by Euthymius Zigabenus”’—under the 
name “Thirty Chapters against Severus (rd rpidKovra KepdAaia Kar. 
Levypov)’; it seems to have been Leontius’s best-known work in medieval 
Byzantium.” Written in a form that appealed to an age fond of such theses,” 
it gives no internal clue to its date or its relationship to Leontius’s other writings. 
Clearly, however, it is directed, like the Epilyseis, against the Christology of 
Severus and his school, and so would also fit best into the controversies of the 
mid-530s. 

Theologically, the thirty Epaporémata add little that is new to the two works 
I have already discussed. Most of them summarize arguments conducted at 
greater length in the CNE or the Epilyseis. In theses 1 and 2” Leontius argues 
from the acknowledged difference between godhead and manhood in Christ 
(1) to the simultaneous presence in him of two identifiable substances (2) and 
so of two natures. Theses 3 to 6’ then turn to one of the compromise-formulae 


236 p, 306,1.31-p. 308, 1. 12. 27 p, 308, 1 15—p. 310, 1.12. 

38 24, 11 (155,1 11-164, L 3). 

ane Panoplia Dogmatica XV1 (PG 130, 1068 B7~1073 B12). 

240 When speaking of orthodox attempts to refute “monophysism” in the sixth century, for 
instance, Nicephorus Kallistos Xanthopoulos (Hist. Eccl. XVIII, 48: PG 147, 428 B10-C1) remarks: 
GAAd woAAot pev Kal dAdo Totrois dv7ébevro: udArora b€ mavTaw 6 povaxds AedyTios 
yewwaiws év X cepadaiots BiBAov dAny rodrats dvéorycer, dpdyy yey TH TowadT HY alpeotv 
avatpemrovear, opddpa b€ Kal Td Kal Huds eboeBés Soypa Kpativovoay. Cf. n.20. 

24. Cf John of Caesaraea’s “Seventeen Chapters against the Akephaloi” (ed. M. Richard, CCG 1 
(Louvain/Turnhout, 1977), 61-6) and the “Syllogisms of the Holy Fathers against the Manicheans” 
(ibid. 131-3), which may also be by John of Caesaraea. Eulogius, the Chalcedonian Patriarch of 
Alexandria between 580 and 607, also seems to have composed twelve évrarropjcers against the 
monophysites of his time: cf. Doctr. Patr. 24,1 (152, 1. 15-155, 1. 10) and the ascription of such a 
work to him by Maximus Confessor (PG 91, 264 D1-4). 
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of Cyril and later of the “monophysite” party: that Christ exists “from” but not 
“in” two natures. If they are willing to recognize divinity and humanity not only 
as the sources from which the concrete Christ has come to be, but as coexisting 
in him without confusion “after the union,’ argues Leontius, it is illogical for 
them to adhere to their own formula and reject Chalcedon’s phrase “in two 
natures”. In theses 7 and 84 Leontius observes that numbers greater than one 
are not the cause of division in the objects enumerated (8), any more than the 
number one is necessarily a sign of identity of subject. Thesis 9° makes use of 
the Aristotelian principle that the category of relation can only be applied to 
objects that exist simultaneously (za 74 mpds Tt kai det). If union (Evwais) 
and the things which are united (7d. évw6évra) belong together in this category, 
the union itself must disappear if the things united cease to exist as, in some 
sense, distinguishable realities. Thesis 10°” returns to the question of number, 
arguing that if the number divides, then even to count the characteristics 
(i6:@1a7a) of the one nature in Christ is to introduce division. 

Theses 11 to 13* take up the famous passage in Gregory Nazianzen’s second 
letter to Cledonius, in which the Theologian argues that the relation of 
hypostasis and nature in the Incarnation is the “opposite of what it is in the 
Trinity”: the distinction in Christ is not one of dAAos Kat GAdos (one subject 
and another) but of dAAo «al dAdo (one thing and another).° If we accept 
Gregory’s teaching, Leontius insists, we must accept one hypostasis and two 
natures in Christ. In theses 14 and 15,”°? Leontius raises a series of questions 
about the possible meaning of the “monophysite” phrase, juia puts ovvéeTos. 
It is either another way of saying “two natures,” he concludes, or else it refers to 
a mythical hybrid which is neither God nor man. Theses 16 to 18”! construct a 
similar series of dilemmas in connection with the Cyrillian formula jufa gdois 
tov Ocot Adyou cecapxwuevy: if the “flesh” which the Word has become is 
true and natural flesh, then to add cecapxwpévy to the words uia pats is to 
confess a second nature. Theses 19 to 21” turn to the doctrine of Christ’s 
double consubstantiality. Leontius argues: (a) it is impossible for Christ to be 
consubstantial (6j00vcr0s) with the Father, whose nature is simple, if Christ's 
nature is composite (atveros) (19); (b) it is impossible for Christ to be 
consubstantial both with the Father and with us, as orthodox belief confesses, 


24 316, IL 16-24, 45 316, 1, 24-p. 318, L 1. 

46,316, 11.24—5. Aristotle, Cat 7b15; Phys.V,1 (225b10-11); Met. N, 1 (1088a29-31); Porphyry, 
In Cat. (ed. A. Busse (Berlin, 1887)), 117, 1. 35-118, l. 16; Ammonius Hermeiou, I Isag. (ed. A. 
Busse (Berlin, 1891)), 76, ll 5-6; In Cat. (ed. A. Busse (Berlin, 1895)), 73, 1. 23-74, L. 3; John 
Philoponus, In Cat. (ed. A. Busse (Berlin, 1898)), 117, 1. 4-9, 
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if he has only one nature, unless one also wishes to make us consubstantial with 
the Father. 
_ In thesis 22,° Leontius observes that if there are, as his opponents agree, two 
sets of natural properties (puctai id:67H7es) in Christ, then there must be 
two natures in him, to which these properties belong. Thesis 23 deals with the 
acknowledged difference (8.apopa) between godhead and manhood in Christ: 
if it is a “natural difference’, then this implies there are two natures between 
which it is observed. In theses 24 and 25,%° Leontius attempts to draw 
conclusions from the traditional (Cappadocian) equation of essence (odcia) 
and hypostasis with the common and the particular, respectively. If the Logos 
shares one essence with the Father, he must be, as Logos, of a different nature 
from his own flesh (25). Thesis 26** repeats the axiom of Epil. 8”’ that “union 
and nature are not the same”; Leontius deduces from this that if two beings are 
joined in the category of union, as we confess to be true of God and man in 
Christ, they must be one in hypostasis rather than in nature, Thesis 277° turns 
to the subject of names: “Christ, as a proper name, does not signify a nature 
common to many individuals, but a single hypostasis. It is therefore illegitimate 
to use the traditional body-soul analogy as an argument for confessing only 
one nature in Christ. Thesis 287° again rejects the formula “from two natures 
(éx Ovo picewyr)” as insufficient by itself. Theses 29 and 30,” finally, return to 
the problem of number. Leontius observes that if we refuse to number divinity 
and humanity separately in Christ, we must avoid all references to them as 
_ distinctentities(29);to be consistent, we shouldeven refrain from distinguishing, 
as Scripture so often does, among the various elements of our own composite 
_ human nature (30). Leontius ends the work with a prayer of thanks, and with 
~ the assurance that these brief arguments are only meant as “starting points and 
seeds of discussion (4poppai Kat oméppara), to be further elaborated by 
those with a taste for hard work (qiAorovebrepor).”* 


4, Contra Apthartodocetas 


The next work in the collection is entitled “A Dialogue against those of our 
Party who Adhere to the Corrupt Doctrine of the Aphthartodocetists (z7pds 
Tous €k THY HueTépwv mpocbewevous TH KaTeG~bapnévyn yvuwjpn TaY 
Agpbaprodoxyray baAoyos).” This is the treatise designated in the Foreword 
as Adyos f’ of the collected edition. It is professedly directed not against 
“Julianists” in the original sense—those anti-Chalcedonians who accepted 


253 p, 324, 1. 18-24, 254 p, 324,1,25-p. 326,15. 255» 326,1. 6—p. 328, 1.9. 
256 p, 328, Il 4-9, 257 300, IL 1-6. 258 328, IL. 10-28. 2 330, IL 1-13. 
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Julian of Halicarnassus’s theory that the body of Christ was “incorruptible” 
from the beginning of its existence—but against Chalcedonians who had made 
Julian’s theory their own. René Draguet has argued, convincingly and at length, 
from the extant fragments of Julian's writings, that this doctrine was originally. 
concerned with theological anthropology rather than with Christology. Human 
“corruptibility,’ in Julian’s terms, seems to be the state of subjection to weakness, © 
suffering, and death that each of us inherits, along with Adam's sin, as the’ 
present state of our human nature. In saying that Christ was incorruptible,” 
Julian apparently did not wish to deny the reality of his sufferings or his death, © 
but only to insist that he accepted these things voluntarily; they were not forced 
upon Jesus by the necessity of a fallen nature, because he—alone since Adam— 
was born free of sin.2 So while Julian himself began with a “monophysite” 
Christology similar to that of Severus, and while he may indeed have moved 
farther than Severus was willing to go in the direction of classical fifth-century 
Eutychianism, his doctrine of incorruptibility was not of itself, according to 
Draguet, necessarily linked to his understanding of the unity of Christ. 
Chalcedonians could, and apparently did, find his theory attractive and: 
compatible with their own Christ—especially “neo-Chalcedonians,” whose 
sympathies lay with the unitive, Logos-centered Christology of Cyril, even 
though their formulation of the Mystery remained within the diphysite 
language of Chalcedon. Ephrem of Amida wrote in defense of the idea, 
according to Photius,** and towards the end of his life Justinian himself 
officially promulgated it as imperial doctrine.“ 
Leontius’s CA, then, is aimed against supporters of the theory within the 
broad confines of the Chalcedonian camp. Draguet insists that the theory, as 
presented by Leontius’s “Aphthartodocetist”’* interlocutor, differs in some 
subtle but essential respects from the original position of Julian. Leontius's 
opponent uses agfapros to mean “naturally incapable of corruption and 


2 R. Draguet, Julien d Halicarnasse et sa controverse avec Sévére d’ Antioche sur Pincorruptibilité 
du corps du Christ (Louvain, 1924); for Draguet’s summary of Julian’s position, cf. esp. pp. 94-6. 

363 See Photius’s condensation of Ephrem’s letter to the monk Eunoius, in Bibl., Cod. 228 (ed. R. 
Henry IV, 125, Il. 10-19; PG 103, 969 B6-C1). ; 

24 ‘This was Justinian’s so-called “Edict for the Romans,’ no longer extant but probably issued 
in the autumn of 564, a year or less before his death; cf. Evagrius, Hist. Eccl. IV, 39 (ed. Bidez- 
Parmentier, 190, esp, 11 16-24); Theophanes, Chron. I (ed. de Boor), 240, 1. 31-241,1.2); Eustratius, 
Vita Eutychii 33-6 (PG 86, 2314-16). Cf. E. Loofs, “Die ‘Ketzeref Justinians’, in Harnack-Ehrung: 
Beitrége zur Kirchengeschichte (Leipzig, 1921), 232-48. 

65 John of Caesaraea is the first writer we know of to have used this belittling title for the 
proponents of Christ’s incorruptibility: see his short treatise and double florilegium, card 
Agfaprodoxyt av (ed. M. Richard, CCG 1, 69-78). Though the date of John’s work is uncertain, 
it is usually assumed to have antedated that of Leontius, since John seems to be active as a 
theologian from about 515. 
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_ guffering,” and apparently sees Christ’s incorruptibility as resulting from a 
“transformation, at the time of the Word's Incarnation, of what might have 
been a normal human nature into something superhuman, by the presence 
of the Word. Julian, on the other hand, had apparently held that Christ’s indi- 
vidual nature was from the beginning fully normal in its human qualities, 
put simply exempt from the consequences of original sin; his free acceptance 
of suffering and death did no violence, in Julian’s view, to the pristine 
humanity that was distinctively his.? It is not clear how much Leontius is mis- 
representing his opponents, who were in any case not understood to be part 
of Julian’s circle; but the picture he paints of them is of a group coming danger- 
ously close to denying the reality of Christ's manhood altogether. His own 
reply is a warm, sometimes impassioned defense of the full normality of 
Christ’s human nature: surely Leontius’s most accessible, and perhaps his most 
suggestive work. 

~. Inits present form, the CA implies the prior existence of the CNE by referring 
to it as ra eumpoober eipnyeva.’” There is little in the treatise itself, however, 
that allows us to date it more precisely. Leontius refers to the quarrel between 
_ Severus and Julian, which seems to have taken place in the early and middle 
520s, as something far enough in the past to have already had a beneficial effect 
on Severan theology.** This would suggest a date at least as late as the 530s, 
while the calm, irenic tone of the argument seems to fit less well with the end of 
~ Leontius’s life, after the anti-Origenist decree of 543. 

-» Though the treatise is written in dialogue form, Leontius begins with a 
reasonably full introduction.*” The theory of Christ's human incorruptibility 
started, he observes, as an internal dispute among the “monophysites,’ but it has 
now ensnared some adherents of Chalcedon as well, simply by the attractiveness 
of a single word: “incorruptibility (a€g@apoia)””” Like Severus in his criticism 
of Julian, Leontius sees the notion that Christ's body was incorruptible not 
simply as an anthropological theory, but as the covert ascription of a divine 
“attribute to his human nature, which inevitably robs it of its full and authentic 
humanity. If his body was incorruptible, it might just as easily also have been 
invisible, impalpable, even incorporeal.?” But the scandal at the root of Christian 
< faith, Leontius reminds his readers, is that the Lord’s human weakness and 


266 Draguet, 177. 287 p, 338, U1. 1-5. 

68 Cf.p. 340, ll. 4-25, where Leontius asserts it was the controversy with Julian which brought 
Severus to acknowledge “a difference and properties (Ssagopdy Te kai ’dud7y7as)” in Christ: to 
take, in other words, a more nuanced position with regard to the lasting difference between 
’ Christ's divinity and humanity. 
28° 338, 1 1-p. 346,15. 

» 2% 340, Il 12-14; p. 342, 1.7. This same idea, that it was simply the word “incorruptible” that 
- lured orthodox believers into heresy, is echoed by Eustratius, Vita Eutychii, PG 86,2316 Cl~2. 
271 344,11 5-8. 
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suffering were real, caused not by miracles but by the regular functioning of his 
human nature.”” If Christ's humanity did not remain exactly like our own until. 
his death, then his Passion cannot have been a sharing in our suffering, and so it: 
cannot be the means for us to share in the divine likenesss of his resurrection.” . 

This is Leontius’s argument against the “Apthartodocetists” in a nutshell; he 


’ unfolds it at length in the form of a dialogue. He begins by convincing his 


interlocutor that, since God chose to save man not simply by an act of his will, 
but by sending his Son to share in human nature, it was necessary for our 
salvation that his humanity be completely like ours, in soul and in flesh.’ His 
opponent objects that his party does not hold Christ’s humanity to have been. 
naturally (xa70. ptovv) impassible or incorruptible of itself, but they believe. 
that it became so when it was joined to the Logos; Leontius points out that the i 
question is not how Christ’s body became different from ours, but whether 
it did.””* If Mary, from whom the Logos took his human nature, remained: 
naturally untransformed by the Incarnation, as Christians assume, why should’ 
the child who grew in her womb not have remained exactly as she was?’”* 
The “Apthartodocetist” then asks Leontius how the impassibility of Christ’s.- 
body, even if it began at the moment of the Incarnation, prevented him from — 
sharing fully in our human life. The only difference between Christ and us, as © 
he sees it, is that Christ suffered and died by his own divine will rather than 
from natural necessity.” Leontius replies that this is to speak in riddles; surely - 
if union with the Word made his flesh impassible, the Word would not have. - 
taken such a gift away again by an act of his will, and indeed could not do this © 
without weakening the very union which had conferred it.” The truth, rather, © 
is just the reverse: that the Word normally “permitted a nature which was - 
naturally equipped to suffer to undergo, without sin, what was natural to it”;?”__ 
his divine will only intervened to exempt it from its lot at exceptional _ 
moments.” The saving value of Christ's death, Leontius continues, is due to his » 
having suffered all the weaknesses of our fallen nature without having shared in 
our sin. If these weaknesses were contrary to his nature, they would, as - 
unnatural passions, themselves have been sinful.” Like art, the supernatural 


2 py, 344, Ul, 12-29, 3p, 344, 1.30-p, 346, 1 5. 74 p, 346, 1, 8-p. 348, 1.29. 

%5 1,348, 1.30-p. 350, 1.6. ; 

28 p, 350, 1. 7p. 354, L 9. Both Leontius and his opponent agree that if the “overshadowing” of 
Mary by the Holy Spirit had made her nature incorruptible, she would have been incapable 
of bringing Jesus into the world by a normal childbirth (p. 350, ll. 22-6)! Julian of Halicarnassus, : 
too, saw a connection between corruptibility and sexuality, and explained man’s inheritance of 
Adams sin by the fact that he is conceived under the rule of passion. Christ is dp@apros, in Julian's 
view, because he was born of a virgin, dp@dprw tpomm. See Draguet, 102-3. 

27 y. 354, 11, 19-25. "8 1p, 354,1.26-p. 356, 1.5. 29 p, 356,11. 10-11. 

280, 356, ll. 12-18. 8! p. 356, 1. 26-p. 358, 1.14. 282. 358, IL. 18-20. 
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(ra. bare p pvatv) “does not abrogate natural faculties (rd. pucixa) but develops 
them and enables them both to do their own work and to receive the power to 
do what is beyond them?’ When his opponent then suggests that Christ's 
_ human weakness was a kind of constant miracle, Leontius points out that 
_ miracles are always exceptions to a rule, but human needs and even human 
suffering were clearly part of the daily pattern of Jesus's life.” The glory of 
Christ, in fact, is that in him a human nature exactly like ours shared, by personal 
union, in the riches of the Word of God.** When the “Apthartodocetist” tries to 
distinguish between the “corruptible” and the “passible,” adducing the example 
_of the bodies of the damned, which will suffer in Hell without being wasted by 
it,8” Leontius insists that the kind of natural sufferings Christ underwent were 
indeed of the kind that waste and corrupt the flesh as well.” 

.. The discussion then turns to Scripture. The “Apthartodocetist” says that 
whatever arguments Leontius advances, he himself will not budge from what he 
sees to be the clear assertion of Psalm 15.10, that the flesh of Christ “did not see 
corruption.”’ Leontius offers Lamentations 4.20 and Psalm 29.10 as proofs, on 
the contrary, that the Lord “was included in our corruption” by assuming our 
nature; he interprets Psalm 15.10 as meaning that the flesh of Christ was in fact 
preserved from being corrupted in the tomb, not by an alteration of its nature but 
by the power of the indwelling Word.” His opponent insists that no passage of 
Scripture actually says that Christ was corruptible;*' but Leontius lists all the 
other human weaknesses which the Scripture says the Word did accept as part of 
the Incarnation—pain, hunger, thirst, and every aspect of the process of physical 
change (4AAoiwors) that includes birth, growth, and death?”’—and he suggests 
that if one accepts all of this, one ought also to acknowledge Jesus's natural 
corruptibility as well, even if, as Scripture says, he never “saw corruption.” 


. 33 p, 358, L 31~p. 360, 1. 1; cf also p. 360, Il. 4-24. Leontius’s position here seems to anticipate 
the later Thomist axiom that “grace does not destroy nature, but perfects it” (e.g. ST I/1, q. 1, a.8, 
resp. ad 2). 

4p, 360, 11. 25-7, 285 p, 360, 1. 28-p. 362, 1.32. 85 p, 364,11, 1-21. 

87 py, 364, ll. 22-6. From the fragments Draguet has assembled, it is hard to imagine Julian 
holding this position, since he seems to have seen both passibility and physical corruptibility as 
the fruits of a deeper moral corruption (cf. Draguet, esp, 100-8). Leontius’s opponent himself has 
argued up to now that the flesh of the Lord is naturally incapable of suffering, as well as of being 
physically corrupted. 

*8 p, 364, | 27—p. 366, | 11. Leontius here clearly takes “corruption” (p@apyjvat) in a purely 
material sense. He is careful, however, to say only that “as far as nature is concerned, corruption 
follows upon dissolution” such as the Lord experienced on the cross (p. 366, Hl. 6-7); like all his 
contemporaries, he readily agreed that in fact the Lord’s body was not corrupted during its three 
days in the tomb, but he insisted that this was a miraculous suspension of the workings of his 
nature, and was not due to its constitution. Cf. esp. p. 370, Il. 10-17; p. 376, I. 24-8. 

29 ny, 366, Il. 12-18. 290 py, 366, 1. 24—p. 370, 1. 30. 2! ‘p, 370, 1.31-p. 3721.3. 
22», 372, 1. 4p. 376, 1.9. 283 376,11. 12-28. 
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The “Apthartodocetist” then glides from Scripture back to anthropology: if. 
Christ is called “the new Adam”, must his human nature not be as Adam’s was’ 
before the fall—incorruptible, because free from sin?” Leontius avoids taking: 
a position on the original incorruptibility of Adam (although he implies he 
finds the doctrine unconvincing),”* but he insists that the form of human: 
nature which the Word assumed is that of the fallen Adam, since he became. 
flesh to save both him and us, who share the consequences of the fall.?°6 The. 
likeness of the Lord’s flesh to ours is the presupposition for our imitating him, 
and for his death’s loosing us from the hold of death.” 

The final argument of the “Apthartodocetist” is really an argument from. 
appropriateness: if the Word did not bestow incorruptibility on his own body 
from the beginning of its existence, but only allowed it to attain incorruptibility 
after death, as we hope to do, this would “disturb (é€xraparret) the great 
mystery of the union”,;® further, if the effects of the union on Christ's human 
nature were not full and instantaneous, then it would seem, by analogy, that we 
too do not receive the fullness of grace immediately at baptism.” Leontius: 
replies that it really seems more appropriate for Christ’s flesh to begin like ours. 
and to become incorruptible only later, since otherwise every bit of effort in his 
life, from the first moment of the Incarnation, would have been both superfluous 
for him and meaningless for us.?” 

He concludes by reminding his opponent that one must always distinguish: 
the principle by which Christ’s human nature was formed (6 Adyos rHs 
ovatwmoews TOU Gu)jLaT0S)—that is, the overshadowing of Mary by the Holy. 
Spirit—from the “manner of union (6 tpda0s Tijs €vadoews); the juxtaposition 
of God and man which provides the metaphysical structure of his person. The 
characteristic features of his humanity developed by the normal laws of growth, 
even though the Word was fully united to that humanity from the first moment 
of the Spirit's descent on Mary’s womb. To see physical incorruptibility as a 
result of the union of flesh with the Word is to confuse personal union with 
causality. Leontius appends to his treatise a florilegium of twenty-seven. 
patristic quotations, to which he has added a short introduction and conclusion. 


5. Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos 


‘The next work in the Leontian corpus is entitled “An Unmasking and Triumphant 
Defeat of the Unspeakable and Fundamental Impiety of the Nestorians, and 
of the Fathers of this Heresy (r#s dmoppytou Kal dpxoewdeoTépas THY 


24 p, 376, 1129-32. 295 », 378, 1, 9-15. 26 py, 378, Il. 3-22. 
297,378, 1. 24~—p. 380, L. 26. 298 1», 380, I], 27-30. 299 py, 382, IL 6-8. 
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Neoropiavay aoeBetas, kai Trav ratTys taTépwv, pwpa Kal OpiapBos).” 
_ Although this is the third and final book of the collected edition of Leontius’s 
works, as announced in his own Foreword, its character differs sharply from 
all four of the tracts I have discussed up to now. Most of it is not so much a 
theological argument.as an angry diatribe against Theodore of Mopsuestia 
and his teacher Diodore of Tarsus, and against those of Leontius’s own day 
who accepted their teachings. The work was written, as Leontius admits, to 
ettle an old personal score.’ As a young man he had himself been a follower 
of Theodore, he confesses, dazzled by his theological “precision (dxpiBeca)” 
and misled by Theodore’s contemporary disciples.’ But the grace of God 
‘and the intervention of “godly men” saved him from continuing in error, and 
“now—after a long and tactful silence—a “just cause” impels him to speak out 
and expose Theodore and his school for what they really are.*™* 
The work that follows is a brisk volley of forty-four numbered chapters, some 
f them only a few lines long, attacking Theodore, Diodore, and their followers— 
all labeled “Nestorians”—on a variety of personal and doctrinal grounds, mainly 
_with the implication that they are secular-minded rationalists. Chapters 1 to 6° 
describe the tactics of the “Nestorian” party in Leontius’s day, reflecting, perhaps, 
Leontius’s own experience. The only “Fathers” they accept, he says, are Diodore 
and Theodore. They even pretend not to honour “the original sources of their 
impiety’—presumably Paul of Samosata (1), among others—and_ profess 
allegiance to Chalcedon, all the while trying to foist their own interpretation of 
that tradition on the innocent (2). Promising to use influence at court for the 
‘advancement of their victims (3), they lure monks into a secular way of life and 
-suborn laymen with hints of future worldly success (4). They are themselves 
divided into two factions: one openly admits its admiration for Nestorius, but the 
_ other is willing even to anathematize him, and adheres simply to his intellectual 
“father,” Theodore. Their low regard for the Eucharist makes it easy for them to 
“remain in communion with the orthodox under false pretences (5-6). 
With chapter 7, Leontius begins his direct attack on Theodore himself. 
Chapters 7-12°% are a quick, vituperative summary of the negative highlights 
of his career, including his early “lapse” from the monastic life, from which John 
Chrysostom “rescued” him (7), and his attack on Mary’s title Theotokos (10). In 
‘chapters 13-17,°” Leontius turns to Theodore’s critical exegesis of Scripture. He 
has tried to reduce the inspired content of the Bible, Leontius says (12), deleting 
as inauthentic a large part of the book of Job (13) and rejecting altogether the 
_ Catholic Epistles (14), the titles and traditional dates of the Psalms, Hymns, and 


302 4 412, 0. 9-11. 98 py, 412, Il. 16-22. 9p, 412, 1. 22-p. 414, L 17. 
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Odes of the Old Testament (15), the Song of Songs (16), both books of 
Chronicles (17), and the book of Ezra (17). Chapters 18-38* then launch 4. 
broad, personalized attack on Theodore's doctrine. He has rewritten the Nicene: 
Creed, says Leontius, in such a way as to import into it his own divisive” 
Christology (18), and has composed his own liturgical anaphora as well (19); 
His followers, especially Barsaumas, have spread these heresies eastwards into. 
Persia, making many converts there to the “Nestorian” brotherhood (21-3). 
Theodore is skeptical, too, about original sin (24) and the existence of angels 
(25), and he deviates from the Christian understanding of creation by accept- 
ing the Manichean doctrine of an “essential darkness (oda.Wdes oxdros)” 
which existed before the world (26). He believes the Antichrist will not be 
punished, in the end, but will simply dissolve into nothingness (27), and: 
he considers some kinds of being not to be directly created by God, but. 
simply to be “by-products (wapaxoAovOyjyara) and secondary accidents - 
(rapacupShyara)”*” of other creatures (28). Theodore even denies that God. 
is “essential good (ovo.a@Ses dyaGdr),’ or that he is the source of being for all 
that is good and beautiful (29). : 
With chapter 30, Leontius takes up Theodore’s Christology. He conceives of 
Christ as simply a man, writes Leontius, and then blasphemously urges humans 
to worship him alongside the Holy Trinity (30-1). The divine Logos, forseeing — 
Jesus's “resolution towards the good (zrepi ta kaAa 7pdbeotv),”*™ united him 
to himself from the womb (32); but Jesus the man remained untransformed, - 
according to Theodore, sharing our normal human ignorance except when the 
Logos afforded him special knowledge (33), undergoing psychological as well ~ 
as physical suffering (34), and growing in moral virtue like other holy men (35). . 
Only at his baptism did he become “perfect; and enter fully into an evangelical 
pattern of life (36); even so, he accepted the prospect of the cross with reluctance, .- 
as an unavoidable stage on his path to glory (37), and only overcame his fear of — 
death in Gethsemane through the persuasion of the angel who appeared to 
comfort him (38). Leontius characterizes this picture of Christ as part of a “war 
on the truth,’ begun by Paul of Samosata and carried on by Theodore's teacher 
Diodore, but brought to a peak by Theodore himself (38). Even Nestorius, 
Leontius observes in chapter 39,>" only repeated Theodore’s heresies on a 
limited scale; but because he proclaimed them publicly he was excommunicated, 
while the more cautious Theodore remained undetected. 2 
In chapters 40 and 41,’ Leontius deals briefly with Diodore: the“Nestorians” - 
try to justify him, he says, on the grounds that he corresponded with Basil of ~ 
Caesaraea and other Fathers of unimpeachable reputation (40), but association _ 


308 4, 424, 1. 9-p, 436, 1. 14, 3? yy, 430, IL 2-3. 30 p, 432,114, 
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with the orthodox does not make a man orthodox himself, as the cases of 
Origen and Apollinarius show (41), 

In chapter 42, Leontius approaches his opponents’ positions in a genuinely 
theological way, for the first time in the DTN. The “Nestorians” he writes, 
produce Christological formulae and expressions from orthodox Fathers 
which resemble their own; but they omit mentioning the other, more unitive 
formulae which have an equally important place in the patristic tradition.*“ 
Moreover, he insists, “our controversy is not about expressions (od zepi 
AéEewv), but about the manner in which the whole Mystery of Christ exists 
(wept Tob Tpd7rov Tov 6Aov Kata Xpiarov pvoryptov)”;** therefore one 
must look beyond traditional formulae to the basic principles of patristic faith. 
According to Leontius, this faith confesses “the manner of union (rpdzros 775 
évwcews), which has come to exist essentially, not in mere relationship 
(ota.wdas GAN od oxeriKds), so that the Word has its being in a complete 
humanity, as the ‘inner man’ co-subsists in us, in the Apostle’ words, and 
contributes to a definition of the whole (Christ) after the union.” Rejecting 
formulations of the Mystery of Christ which fall on either side of his own, as 
either overly unitive or overly divisive, Leontius reaffirms his commitment to 
the faith of Chalcedon and of Leo.” 

The final two chapters of the DTN (43-4)? deal with the “Nestorian” conten- 
tion that Diodore and Theodore must be accepted as orthodox because they 
have never been officially condemned (43). This is due to circumstances and to 
their own craftiness, says Leontius (43); but they were implicitly included in the 
condemnation of Nestorius at Ephesus, he asserts, and have certainly been con- 
demned by such orthodox Fathers as Cyril, Proclus, and Rabbula of Edessa (44). 

This polemic against the “Nestorians” is also followed by a florilegium, as 
announced in the Foreword to the collected edition: here a collection of sixty- 
_ two texts, including thirty-six substantial excerpts from Theodore’s dogmatic 

works, five from Diodore, and a number of smaller fragments attributed to Paul 


314159, 110-160, 1.6. 315 160, Il. 6-8. 
316 160, 1. 13-161, |. 3. In this careful formulation of orthodox Christological belief, Leontius's 


__ comparison of the Logos in Christ with the “inner man” in each of us strikes a new note; except for 
© Epil. 8 (95,121), where he speaks of the humanity of Christ existing “in the Logos,’ he generally 


avoids giving the impression that one aspect of Christ is in any way contained “within” the other. 
Perhaps this phrase, which adds a slightly more unitive coloring to Leontius’s formulation than 
one normally finds in his anti-monophysite works, reflects a wish, in the DTN, to ingratiate 
himself and his party with Justinian. See pp. 56-7. On the theme of the “manner” or “mode of 
‘union” in Christ, in Leontius and in other Greek Fathers, see my article, “Nature and the ‘Mode of 
Union’: Late Patristic Models for the Personal Unity of Christ,” in Gerald O’Collins, SJ, Stephen 
Davis, and Daniel Kendall, SJ (eds.), The Incarnation: An Interdisciplinary Symposium (Oxford, 
2002), 164-96. 
7 161, IL 18-26. 38 161, 127-163, LL 
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of Samosata and Nestorius, as well as a handful of orthodox testimonia at the 
end. In the Oxford manuscript (O), however, this florilegium is separated 
from the DTN by another short work, incorrectly attributed to Leontius,°” and 
the body of the DTN ends with a paragraph, absent from V and P, in which 
Leontius gives his reasons for not including a florilegium of excerpts from the | 
“Nestorians.”>” The most likely explanation for the presence of this paragraph 
in O is that Leontius first circulated his broadside without a florilegium, and 
that he later added one, either of his own manufacture or ready-made—perhaps 
at the time when he put together the collected edition of his works. The 
paragraph which appears at the end of the DTN in O would presumably have. 
been deleted from this “second edition,’ but must have found its way back into: 
O or its ancestor from an earlier copy.” a 
This raises the question of the date and circumstances of the composition of: 
the DTN, and indeed of the whole “collected edition” of Leontius’s works. As I. 
have already mentioned,*” the DTN must have been written before Justinian 
issued his edict against the “Three Chapters” in late 543 or 544, for Leontius 
acknowledges in it that “no one has condemned” Diodore or Theodore.*” Since 
the treatise makes no mention of Theodoret of Cyrus or Ibas of Edessa, it was: 
presumably not itself part of any propaganda campaign leading up to the edict, 
since their anti-Cyrillian writings, as well as all the works of Theodore, were 
included in that condemnation. Even so, if we are to believe that the testimony 
of Liberatus, Facundus, and Evagrius that Justinian’s edict against the Three 
Chapters was brought about by the political maneuvers of Theodore Askidas 
and the other Origenists—devised by them as a strategic counter-blow in the 
wake of Justinian’s edict against Origen of 543°— then Leontius’s tract fits well 
into the general context of that Origenist reaction. By discrediting the founders ~ 
of the Antiochene school, it may also have been conceived as a way of indirectly 
discrediting the Roman deacon Pelagius, who had apparently supported the 


39 This is the tract of Maximus Confessor, zepi trav dbo rob Xptorod pioewy (PG 91, 145 
A5-149 A19), It also appears in an eleventh-century manuscript now in the Escorial (Esc. Gr. 452 
[W.1IL7], ff. 200-2), as a work of Leontius. Nevertheless, Maximus’ authorship seems certain, 
both from the content and style of the tract and from its widespread inclusion in the manuscript 
tradition of his writings. 

320 1. 448, apparatus. : 

#1 That the florilegium of the DTN was an afterthought is also suggested by the fact that itis . 
numbered as a new work in manuscript PB, and listed separately in the table of contents at the 
beginning of V (which does not mention the Epilyseis, the Epaporémata, or the other two florilegia 
at all). This table of contents is in the hand of George Balsamon, the scribe of Cardinal Giovani 
Salviati, who owned V in the mid-sixteenth century; whatever his reasons were, Balsamon, like the 
scribe of P, must have judged that the florilegium is sufficiently detached from the body of the 
DTN to be considered a separate work. 

322 See pp. 5-6 above; pp. 49-50 below. 33 py, 444,127. 34 See p. 12 above and n. 65. 
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“anti-Origenist decree but who seems to have been, like most of his Western 
-confréres, favorably disposed toward Antiochene Christology in general, with 
the exception of Nestorius.* Secondly, an attack on Theodore and his followers 
would have been a simple stratagem for drawing the emperor's fire away from 
themselves.*° More important, the DT'N’s strongly worded protests against 
the dangerous doctrines of other theological “revolutionaries,’ as well as its 
passing inclusion of Origen in the company of heretics, sound suspiciously 
like the desperate attempt of an Origenist under a cloud to assert, for readers at 
Justinian’s court, the orthodoxy of his own opinions. 

Leontius, after all, was clearly no “neo-Chalcedonian.” His writings make it 
clear he was not part of the growing movement to interpret the Chalcedonian 
formulation of the Mystery of Christ in Cyrillian terms, a position that would 
dominate the canons of the Second Council of Constantinople in 553. The main 
theme of his Christological writings is their insistence that the one hypostasis of 
Christ exists in two complete natures, neither of which functionally eliminates 
the other; it is a Christology inspired more by theTrinitarian language of the 
» Cappadocians than by the language of Cyril of Alexandria—one which refuses 
to yield anything of the metaphysical symmetry of the Chalcedonian formula to 
the growing demand for a Christology centered on the Logos.” It would have 
been all too easy for the “neo-Chalcedonians” of Palestine and Syria, who seem 
to have campaigned for the anti-Origenist edict of 543, to accuse Leontius and 
~ his friends of sympathy with Nestorianism,” especially if he had been on close 
~ personal terms with Basil the Cilician or other admirers of Theodore in the late 
530s. Here was “just cause” enough for Leontius to proclaim his innocence, to 
distance himself from his past, and to express, as strongly as he could, all his 


25 See above n. 58, The Latins seem to have regarded opposition to Theodore of Mopsuestia as 
a covert opposition to Chalcedon and Leo. The years of the Acacian Schism undoubtedly had 
made them sensitive to any attempt to upset the Chalcedonian terminological balance in favor of 
a more explicitly Cyrillian Christology. Origen, on the other hand, was doubtless still regarded 
with suspicion in the Roman Church, as he had been since the end of the fourth century. 
_ #8 This is the thesis of Marcel Richard, who sees a number of points of correspondence—many 
of them perhaps rather far-fetched—between the DTN and Justinian’s decree against Origen; cf. 
“Origéniste?,’ 48-9. Richard assumes in this article that all of Leontius’s works were written after 
February 543, as a counter-offensive to the condemnation of Origen, and that therefore all three 
“books” of the collected edition are really political pamphlets, rather than honest essays in 
theology: (ibid. 40-1, on the CA; 55, on the CNE). Richard’s conception of the chronology of 
Leontius’s works is less than clear, however. He emphasizes the apparently hasty character of the 
DTN (ibid. 43), yet he suggests that Leontius wrote the CNE first, to prepare himself a benevolent 
audience by a rather conventional refutation of Christological extremes, and supposes that he 
= even had time to respond to ultra-Cyrillian attacks on it in the Epil. and the Epap., before writing 

: the CA and DTN (ibid. 57). 

: #7 On this point, cf. Richard, “Origéniste?,” 46-7, and my own “Origenism,” 361-2. 

28 See pp. 12-14. 


50 Introduction 


present misgivings about the orthodoxy of a pre-Chalcedonian form of | 
diphysism, which seemed more radical than his own. 
‘The most likely date, then, for a first version of the DIN would seem to be : 
soon after the publication of Justinian’s decree against Origen, perhaps in the 
spring of 543. This suggests, in turn, that the “collected edition” of Leontius’s 
works, containing its programmatic Foreword and the three main controversial. »: 
works on the person of Christ—the CNE, the CA, and the second version of the | 
DTN, each now equipped with its own florilegium—will have been published 
shortly afterwards: between mid-543, perhaps, and Leontius’s death some time 
in 544. Incorporating three tracts written against three different groups of 
opponents over perhaps a decade, and including slight editorial changes to 
give them the appearance of a single odvraypa,” the collected edition was 
probably published to give yet more detailed proof of Leontius’s Chalcedonian 
orthodoxy: a Christological tour de force, by a strict supporter of Chalcedon’s 
original portrait of Christ. The criticism of the Cyrillian formula, pia pdais 
Tod Qeot’ Adyou cecapxwpévy, favoured by “neo-Chalcedonians” as well as — 
by Severans, in CNE 1,%° and the attack on the doctrine of Christ’s human 
incorruptibility in the CA, might also have had an added value now, as an 
indirect riposte against Ephrem of Amida, a “neo-Chalcedonian” leader who 
had had a hand in the condemnation of Origen. As for the Epilyseis and the 
Epaporémata, the “collected edition” may have included them from the start as 


appendices to the CNE, but the fact that the Foreward does not mention them: 


makes it seem more likely that they were occasional works, written in the 530s. 
and inserted into their present place by an editor at a later date. 


6. Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum 


The sixth and last work in the corpus of Leontius’s writings bears the title, 
“Against those who Present us with Certain Works of Apollinarius, Falsely — 
Ascribed to the Name of the Holy Fathers (zpos rods mpopépovras 7uty. 
tiva tov AroAtvapiov, evdws Exvyeypaypeva eis dvowna TOV dylwv 
Io7€ pov)? It appears only in manuscript V, after the florilegium of the DTN, «- 
and is therefore even less likely than the Epil. and the Epap. to have been includ- 
ed by Leontius in his “collected edition.” The AFA is not really a theological 
treatise, but a florilegium of excerpts from Apollinarius of Laodicaea and two 
of his disciples. Leontius’s own contribution is no more than a paragraph of 
introduction,*! a brief comment in the middle of the collection,**? and a few 
more comments at the end.*” The purpose of the collection, as he makes clear," 


3° See p.122,1.1. 3, 130, 1. 18-p. 132,117. 3p, 526, HL. 1-14. 
32», 558, ll. 12-27. 33 568, 1. 6—p. 570, 1.4. 
34 py, 526, Il. 1-17; p. 558, Scholion Leontii 1-9. 


Il. The Works 51 


is to provide documentary proof that many of the quotations from Gregory 
Thaumaturgus, Athanasius, or Julius of Rome which the “monophysites” pro- 
- duce to support their arguments for a highly unified view of Christ are in fact 
the work of Apollinarius. The whole book has a much more informal character 
than any of the other works of Leontius: the fact that it is addressed to a single, 
- unnamed person,** and the absence of the kind of rhetorical beginning and 
end that we find in his other works, suggests that it may be a private dossier, 
- compiled for the use of a friend, rather than a work intended for publication. 
Doubts have been raised in the past about whether the AFA is actually 
-Leontius’s work at all. Friedrich Loofs, who thought that the author's identity 
“must remain an open question, advanced three main arguments against 
Leontius’s authorship: (a) Leontius includes a quotation from Ps.-Julius, De 
Unione, as Test. 32 in the florilegium of the CNE, while the AFA sets out to show, 
among other things, that many of the works circulating under Julius’s name are 
_. Apollinarian forgeries; (b) there is no suggestion in any other works of Leontius 
“that he was aware of these forgeries; (c) the compiler of the AFA refers to 
- monophysites as dcrooyiorau,*”” an epithet not used by Leontius in the other 
“treatises. Assertion (c), however, is surely inconclusive; dooyiorns was 
probably just as common an epithet for monophysites as dxépaos, yet he also 
uses that title in only one context. Assertion (b) is not quite true. In DTN 41, 
-Leontius says that Apollinarius had boasted of letters written to him by 
-Serapion, Athanasius, and other illustrious persons; while he could have 
known of this second-hand, it seems more probable that he is relying here on 
his own knowledge of the forgeries—more precisely, on the two testimonia 
in the AFA where Apollinarius makes just this claim.“ The lack of references 
to the forgeries in the rest of Leontius’s work is probably due to nothing more 
than the fact that he normally concerns himself with the arguments of his 
opponents rather than with their documentation. Loofs’s assertion (a) is perhaps 
a more serious argument against Leontius’s authorship, but is also hardly 
~ conclusive. The two extracts from the De Unione contained in the AFA,™ as well 
as the passage cited in the CNE, are all given without exact titles, so there is no way 
of knowing whether Leontius realized they came from the same pseudonymous 
- work. Further, he cites the extract in the CNE as one used by Cyril of Alexandria 


35 gat: p.526, 1.12. 238 Leontius von Byzanz, 90-2. 

337 1», 558, Scholion Leontii, |. 16. 

*8 As the title of his Severan interlocutor in the Epilyseis. For examples of the popular use of 
amoayiarar and dxépador for the monophysites in the mid-sixth century, see the acclamations 
of the crowd at the Synod of Tyre (518), in ACO III, 86-90; Theodore Lector, Hist.Eccl. 2,26 (PG 
86, 197 A6); Cyril of Skythopolis, VS 55: 147, ll. 14-15; VE 30: 47,1.7. 

33, 438, IL. 13-17. 

40 AFA 1,3 (p.528,ll. 4-5); 3 (p. 560, IL. 6-8). 

4 2,2 and 3, from Timothy of Berytus’s zpds ‘Opdviop (p. 544, 1. 28~p. 546, 1.9). 
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“in the synod held under his leadership (€v 77] kar’ adrov ovvddm).”™ Even if: 
Leontius may have had his own doubts about the authenticity of works - 
appearing under Julius’s name, he was understandably happy to use against the 
Severans a text which he believed to have Cyril’s authority behind it, especially 
since—in the form in which he gives it—it favors his own diphysite cause.** .» 

There seems to be no good reason, then, not to accept the AFA as a work of 
Leontius, even if it is a less finished work than the other five. The text offers no 
hint of the date of its composition.*“ It is tempting, however, to see it as a dossier 
Leontius may have produced for the use of Hypatius of Ephesus and the 
Chalcedonian side in the conversations of 532. It had been known for some 
time that many of the patristic proof-texts used by the Severans in their — 
criticisms of Chalcedon were pseudepigrapha;** Innocent of Maroneia tells us. 


32 p, 210, Test. 32, ll. 6-7. It is not clear where Leontius has acquired this information; there is -- 
no evidence, however, that Cyril made use of this text at Ephesus, as the rubric might suggest 
(cp. the title of Test. 37, p. 214, ll. 6-7). 

+3 Leontius’s version is, in fact, a slightly doctored one; see the apparatus ad loc. 

44 Loofs (Leontius von Byzanz,91) argued for a date between 511 and 520, mainly because of a * 
reference in the work to bishop Andrew of Sidon as BeogtAdoraros (p. 560, 1.3), Andrew, otherwise - 
unknown, is listed as a participant in the anti-Severan Synod of Tyre, held in 518; he can hardly have -; 
been bishop when Severus himself held a Synod at Sidon in 511,so that he must have been appointed — 
some time between 511 and 518. Now the epithet feopiAgoraros, according to Loofs, suggests that 
Andrew was still alive at the time the AFA was compiled, since one would expect a dead bishop, he - 
says, to be called paxd pros instead. And Loofs wants to exclude a date much later than 520 for the. ° 
AFA, on the ground that the work makes no explicit reference to Severus and his party, who became : 
“controversial” only after the accession of the Emperor Justin in 518. These arguments are less than 
convincing, however. Nothing is known of the date of Andrew of Sidon’s death, and the epithet » 
feoptAgoraos is, in fact, frequently used for the deceased by patristic writers (cf. G. W. H. Lampe, 
A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford, 1961), 642}. The AFA scarcely has room for references to Severus, ° 
since it is simply an Apollinarian florilegium; in any case, as I have already said, it seems to have been 
written more as a private dossier than as a work of public controversy. 

45 ‘The first sign of an awareness of the forgeries is the charge in the letter of some Chalcedonian 
monks in Palestine to Bishop Alcison of Nicopolis (d. 516), that the Severan party Adyous 


Haré paw moAAavs vevobevxant, monods dé Arrohwapiov Adyous APavaciw kai Ipyyopiy 


7@ Oavparoupya Kai Tovdtw ba ray émeypapav dvatrefeixacty (quoted by Evagrius, Hist: 
Ecc. IH, 31: ed. Bidez—Parmentier, 129, ll. 11-14). According to Leontius of Jerusalem, John 
of Skythopolis (the first commentator on the Dionysian corpus; active, as we have seen, in the 
520s and 530s: cf pp. 22-3), was qirorovicas ev tots madasordtos Aodwapiou 
ovyypdupaocy, and both he and “the Romans” authoritatively denied the authenticity of a certain 
work ascribed to Pope Julius (Ctr. Mon., 1865 B13—C3); cf. also the excerpt from John’s work 
against Severus quoted by the Sixth Council (Mansi XI, 440 A7-10; ACO ser. II; 2/1, 366.19- 
368.2). Justinian, too, advanced arguments against the authenticity of the letters ascribed to Julius 
and Athanasius (Cir. Mon. 86: ed. E. Schwartz, Drei dogmatische Schriften Justinians [=Abh. der 
bayer. Akad. der Wiss., NF 18: Munich, 1939], 21, Il. 6-22; PG 86, 1128 B3-C16), and says it is “not 
unknown to any right-thinking person” that these are forgeries (ibid. 77: ed. Schwartz, 19, ll. 9-10; - 
PG 86, 1125 D-D4; cf. 70-6: ed. Schwartz, 18, 1. 16-19, 1. 7; PG 86, 1124 D5-1125 C15). On the . 
monophysite side, Severus himself was sharply on the watch for textual errors and wrong 
attributions; cf., for example, Contra Impium Grammaticum III: 37: CSCO IV, 6 (Paris, 1933) 233, 
1, 19-234, L. 1; tr. 171, 1. 26-172, 1. 1; ibid. 39: 243, 1. 14-253, 1, 28; tr. 179, 1 11-186,1.31. 
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_that Hypatius reminded his opponents of this during the collatio, and that he 
therefore questioned the authenticity of a number of the authorities they put 
forward for the xfa pvocs formula, including texts ascribed to Cyril, Athanasius, 
Popes Felix and Julius, and Gregory Thaumaturgus, as well as the new-found 
works of Dionysius the Areopagite*“° Since Leontius seems to have been 
present at those conversations as part of the pro-Chalcedonian delegation, he 
- may well have been commissioned to provide Hypatius with documentary 
proof for these allegations, and may have compiled the AFA as a result. 


7. The Fragments 


There is no strong evidence that Leontius of Byzantium wrote anything besides 
the six works I have discussed. Loofs's elaborately defended hypothesis that ra 
Aeévria originally also included a vast, systematic treatise known as the 
Scholia, of which only a heavily reworked section—now the De Sectis—and a 
few other isolated fragments, including two of those edited here, remain, was 
decisively refuted by J. P. Junglas early in this century2” Junglas and more 

' recently Richard** have shown that the De Sectis is a somewhat later work, 

dependent on the writings of Leontius for some aspects of its Christology but 

significantly different in others. As for the fragments in question, Loofs was 

_ relying mainly on two short texts which appear at the end of a Byzantine 

- collection of extracts from Leontius, which I have called the “Excerpta 

Leontina’.*” Unlike the rest of the texts in that collection, the last two do not 

correspond to any passages in Leontius’s six extant works, and Loofs saw in 

them proof that Leontius had written more. Junglas discovered, however, that 
+, both of them are paraphrases—the second close, the first more distant—of 

_ passages in the commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge by Leontius’s contemporary, 

Ammonius Hermeiou.*” Since all the extracts in the Excerpta Leontina are of a 

technical or dialectical character, and since the Excerpta themselves usually 

appear in manuscripts containing logical and scientific works, one can easily 
suppose that these two short paraphrases of Ammonius may have found their 
way, by a scribe’s confusion, into a collection of excerpts from Leontius’s rather 


46 Epistula ad Thomam Presbyterum, ACO IV, 172,1 7-173, 1. 16. 

*” Leontius von Byzanz. Studien zu seinen Schriften, Quellen und Anschauungen (Diss, Breslau, 
1907; = Forschungen zur christlichen Literatur und Dogmengeschichte VII, 3 (Paderborn, 1908)), 
5-15. 

MB “Le Traité ‘De Sectis”: cf.n. 93. 

4° Cf pp. 84-91; for the text, cf. pp. 578-84, esp. p. 538, L 15-p, 584, L. 3. 

*° Junglas 14, Fragment 18 of the Excerpta loosely corresponds to several scattered sentences 
in Ammonius Hermias, In Porph. Isagogen 1,3 (ed. A. Busse, 32,1. 2-33, 1. 16); Fragment 19 is part 
of a single sentence from Ammonius's Prooemium: ibid. 21, If. 8-9. 
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technical discussion of the structure of the person of Christ. There seems little 
reason for seeing these two short paraphrases as the work of Leontius himself: 
I have, however, included them below as Fragmenta Incerta 1 and 2. in 
Three other short passages,**’ without strict parallel in the known works of 
Leontius, are ascribed to him by the twelfth-century historian Nicetas Choniates. 
in book 10 of his Thesaurus Orthodoxiae. This large Byzantine compendium— 
not yet completely published, let alone critically edited—is usually regarded as. 
simply an expanded edition of Euthymius Zigabenus’s Panoplia Dogmatica, 
which had been written a century earlier.* Both of these works are essentially . 
florilegia of patristic and Byzantine texts, arranged in handbook form to be 
used against various heresies. In the section dealing with “monophysitism” 
(book 10), Nicetas reproduces Euthymius’s selection from the Epaporémata of . 
Leontius (adding chapter 13, which Euthymius—in the Migne text, at least-~ 
omits), Immediately afterwards, Nicetas adds, under the heading rot adrod, 
the three short texts I have included below as Fragmenta Incerta 3-5. The first: 
two have some verbal similarities with two of the Epaporémata Nicetas has . 
quoted before, but I have not been able to identify the third. The ascription of © 
these texts to Leontius is anything but certain, especially since both Euthymius °. 
and Nicetas regard Leontius also as the author of the fragments of the De Sectis 
included in their handbooks. I have thought it best simply to give the text of 
these three passages as they appear in the thirteenth-century Oxford manuscript 
of the Thesaurus, Thomas Roe 22. : 


B. The Florilegia 


Florilegia, or anthologies of brief, relevant passages from earlier, classic Christian 
writers, came into common use as a support for controversial writings and con- 
ciliar statements in the fifth century. Marcel Richard observed that the “second 
generation” of patristic Christological florilegia—those of the first half of the- 
sixth century—seem not to be drawn from original texts, as their fifth-century 
predecessors probably were, but rather seem to depend on earlier florilegia, most. 
now lost, but at that time apparently in common use.” For diphysite writers, 
Richard suggested, the main source may have been one or several “underground” 
collections of proof-texts, drawn up in defense of the doctrine of Chalcedon 


351 p, 574, 1, 12-p.576,1.6. 

2 Cf HG. Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich (Munich, 1959), 663-4: 

353 “Notes sur les floriléges dogmatiques du V' et du VIF siécle.’ in Actes du VI Congrés 
international d'Etudes byzantines (Paris, 1950), 312-13 (= Opera Minora I, no. 2); “Les Floriléges «: 
diphysites du V° et du VI' siécle,’ in A. Grillmeier and H. Bacht, Das Konzil von Chalkedon, 729-33: 
(= Opera Minora 1, no. 3). ; 
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_ during the period when the emperors were trying to impose acceptance of Zeno’s 
‘Hendtikon (482-518), a time when it might have been dangerous to possess a 
copy of Theodoret’s Eranistés or Leo's two Tomes. 

My own study of the relationships between Leontiuss four florilegia and 
similar collections, both earlier and later, has, in general, shown Richard's thesis 
to be well founded. 1 have tried to collate each of Leontius’s extracts both against 
the original text of the author, where available, and against all other available 
instances of the same text, complete or partial, in patristic and Byzantine flori- 
legia up to the end of the twelfth century. Though such a comparative study 
must obviously remain very imperfect because so many of these florilegia are 
as yet incompletely published or imperfectly edited, still it does present striking 
evidence that Leontius, his contemporaries, and a number of later authors re- 
lied heavily on a few constantly evolving collections of testimonia to substanti- 
ate their theological positions. Despite his own claims to have selected these 
texts personally from the works of earlier authors, it seems clear that Leontius's 
florilegia—at least those for the CNE and the DTN—are largely second-hand. 


1. The CNE 


The florilegium of the CNE falls into three sections, each of which is briefly 
introduced by Leontius. Testmonia 1-7, taken from Basil of Caesaraea and 
Gregory Nazianzen, are simply meant to provide authorities for Leontius’s 
definitions of pdats and ovata, iméoraots and rpdcwov.*™ Test. 8 and 9 seem 
to be out of place, and would fit most appropriately between Test. 60 and 61.>° 
In Test. 10-63, Leontius then presents a selection of texts meant to show more 
broadly the “mind of the divinely wise” on the subject of the two natures and 
one hypostasis in Christ. This series runs in chronological order from (Ps.-) 
Justin Martyr to Isidore of Pelusium, and includes translations from Hilary,*’ 
Ambrose,*® and Augustine,*® as well as passages from many Greek Fathers. Test. 
64-88, finally, are all texts from Cyril of Alexandria*® which support the diphysite 
position. 

A glance at the parallel uses of these texts by other authors, which I have cited 
in the apparatus (or at Appendix IV, Chart No. 1), shows a number of striking 


254 p.178, I 19-26; p. 186, Scholion Leontii, ll. 8-20. 

*5 This is suggested, too, by the sentence of Leontius which follows Test. 9 (p. 188, IL 11-12), 
and which would come more appropriately at the end of his scholion after Test. 1-7 (p. 186). 
. 86 p, 178,128 7 Test, 33-6. 388 Test. 37-42. 35° Test. 49-50. 
3 The only exceptions are Test. 72-3, two excerpts from homilies preached in Alexandria in 
433 by the Antiochene emissary, Paul of Emesa, in Cyril’s presence. Both of these, however, along 
‘with Cyril’s approving response (cf. Test. 74), come from the collection of the Cyrilliana included 
in the Acta of Ephesus. 
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coincidences, both in the extent and even in the verbal form of the testimonia 
which are used. In the first section of this florilegium (Test. 1-6) Leontius seems 
to be using a source also used by Maximus Confessor in his Epistle 15, by the 
seventh-century collection known as the Doctrina Patrum (section 6), and by. 
the twelfth-century controversialist Theorian. Test. 1-3 seem also to have been. 
accessible, in the same or slightly longer form, to Severus, when writing the 
Contra Impium Grammaticum, and to the late-sixth-century writer Pamphilus: 
Test. 7, on the other hand, from Gregory Nazianzen's first Epistle to Cledonius, 
is part of a very famous passage, which appears again, cited at greater length, as 
Test. 56 of the DTN; the lack of close parallels in textual extent to Test. 7 suggests 
that Leontius added the passage himself, from a work he probably knew well,**!: 
to cap the ready-made series of testimonia he had used as Test. 1-6. 

The picture is a good deal more complicated for the remaining sections 
of the florilegium, which Leontius probably derived from a single diphysite 
collection. Although there are similarities between these two sections and the 
main diphysite florilegia in use at the time of Chalcedon (those in Theodoret’s 
Eranistés and Leo's two Tomes, as well as the florilegium of the Council’s Allocutio 
ad Marcianum), these echoes are, as Richard observed,*” mainly confined to the | 
texts translated from the Latin (Test. 33-7, 41-2, and 49-50). Leontius’s Test. 24, » 
43, and 53, which also have parallels in two or more of these florilegia, all differ - 
textually to such a significant degree from their earlier Chalcedonian counter- ~ 
parts that they cannot be derived from them. If Leontius does depend on mid- » 
fifth-century florilegia for his texts from the Western Fathers, it is undoubtedly . 
through some intermediate Greek source.*? The same thing seems to be true of 
his relationship to later fifth-century collections, assembled both to support and 
to oppose the Chalcedonian definition. Of the four exact textual coincidences 
between the CNE’s dossier and the two “monophysite” florilegia in cod. Vat. ° 
Gr. 1431,>* three also coincide with parallels in Theodoret or the Council of 
Chalcedon; and three of the five Cyrillian texts which Leontius could be — 
dependent on for these two florilegia appear also in the diphysite collection - 
of excerpts from Cyril which Severus criticized in his Philaléthés°®° The same - 


381 Cf Epap. 11-13: p. 318, Il. 6-18. 

36 “Les Floriléges diphysites,’ 730. 

°% Tt is interesting to note that when Leontius’s testimonia do correspond to texts in the 
Eranistés, the relationship is closest textually to manuscript J of Theodoret (cf. Test. 34, ll. 3-4, 8, 9: 
Test. 49, 1, 13 and Title; Test. 71, p. 248, 1. 1). Perhaps this indicates contamination with later 
florilegia, such as Leontius’s or his direct sources, in the tradition of that mansucript. 

264 Nos. 65 and 66 in the collection edited by E. Schwartz, Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431: eine anti- 
chalkedonische Sammlung aus der Zeit Kaiser Zenos (= Abh. der bayer. Akad. der Wiss. XXXII, 6 
(Munich, 1927)), 28-49. 

*5 R, Hespel, Le Florilége de Cyrille refuté par Sévere d Antioche (Bibl. du Muséon, 37: Louvain, 
1955). 
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passages from classical authors could be used, it seems, in support of contrasting 
positions. 

When we turn to florilegia more or less contemporary with Leontius, how- 
ever, the number of parallels rises significantly. Among the texts of John of 
Caesarea’s pro-Chalcedonian florilegium, cited by Severus in his treatise Contra 
_ Impium Grammaticum, six, perhaps seven,* correspond exactly with texts 
used by Leontius; three further texts of John’s collection, only mentioned by 
Severus, may also be exact counterparts of texts in the CNE, and three others 
present slightly longer excerpts from which Leontius’s may be derived. In flori- 
legia of three of the works of Ephrem of Amida summarized by Photius,*” 
there are eight exact and two possible correspondences to texts in the CNE. 
In Justinian’s treatise Contra Monophysitas and his Confessio Rectae Fidae, we 
find five exact correspondences and thirteen longer versions of texts used 
by Leontius. Leontius of Jerusalem's Contra Monophysitas, which shows, in its 
long florilegium, only four exact correspondences to that of the CNE, contains 
three longer and thirty-six shorter extracts from passages used by Leontius. 
In the case of John of Caesaraea, Justinian, and Leontius of Jerusalem, at 
least, the presence of both longer and shorter versions of texts used by Leontius 
of Byzantium—as well as occasional textual variation—rules out a direct 
dependence of these authors on each other; but it seems clear that all these 
contemporaries must have been using the same source-book. 

Of later florilegia, only those contained in Actio 9 of the De Sectis, in 
Antirrhetica II and IV of the ninth-century Patriarch Nicephorus, and in two 
anonymous collections now in Venice*® and in Moscow,*® show signs of direct 
dependence on Leontius. Anastasius of Sinai’s florilegium at the end of book 10 
of his Hodegos, which seems clearly to be related to Leontius’s source, presents 
many of the same texts in an altered and much abbreviated form; there is 
little evidence, however, that he derives them directly from the CNE. The great 
collection known as the Doctrina Patrum—on which John of Damascus’s 


366 Cf, John of Caesaraea, Apol. Conc. Chalc. (ed. M. Richard, CCG 1), Frag. 59, p. 25, and the 
note of Richard ad loc. 

367 These works are Ephrem’s defense of Cyril’s second letter to Succensus, his defense of 
Chalcedon addressed to the monks Domnus and John, and his treatise Ad Orientis Monachos: all 
summarized by Photius, Bibl., Cod. 229 (ed. R. Henry IV, 126-74; PG 103, 969-1024). 

38 Cod. Marc. Gr. Z 573, ff. 30"-47", with nine exact correspondences to the florilegium of the 
CNE and five shorter versions of the same texts. 

9 Cod. Lenin Gr. 131 (Fund. 339), ff. 15°-23", with thirty-four exact correspondences and ten 
shorter versions of the same texts. Of the two testimonia in this manuscript which show longer 
versions of passages quoted by Leontius, one at least (the parallel to CNE, Test. 55) may be derived 
from John of Caesaraea. Fully half of the 106 texts in this florilegium are apparently derived from 
Leontius’s CNE and CA. 
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florilegium in the Contra Jacobitas apparently depends*”’—seems, again, to be © 
drawing on Leontius’s source rather than on Leontius himself.” The same can 


be said of the so-called Libellus Fidei attributed to John Maron, which seems to : 


date from the mid-seventh century.*” The correspondences between testimonia 
cited by Euthymius Zigabenus and those of the CNE are probably explained by 
Euthymiuss apparent dependence on the Doctrina Patrum;*” the florilegium 
used by Theorian in composing his Orthodoxi Disputatio I cum Armeniorum 
Catholico*”* seems also to be most closely related to the Doctrina and to De Sectis 
9, although Diekamp has ruled out a direct dependence of this work on the 
Doctrina in its present form.” 

Besides its importance as a witness to the list of authorities Chalcedonian 
writers relied on during the first half of the sixth century, the florilegium of the 
CNE is itself immensely precious as a source. Nineteen of its eighty-eight 
testimonia are not found in their full extent in any earlier Greek source known - 
to us,” and one fragment of Cyril of Alexandria's Commentary on Hebrews— 
Leontius's Test. 78-—has until now only been found here. 

The full contents of the florilegium of the CNE are as follows: 


1. Basil of Caesarea, Ep. 214, ad Terentium Comitem (ed. Y. Courtonne, II, 
205-6, ll. 6-22; PG 32, 789 A12-B14): ef dé Sef... enpit Tyra. 

2. id., Ep. 236, ad Amphilochium Episcopum (ed. Y. Courtonne, II, 53, 
ll. 1-3; PG 32, 884, A8-10): ovata dé Kat... dvOpwrov. 

3. ibid. (ed. Y. Courtonne, III, 53, Il. 22-3; PG 32, 884, C2-4): of be ... 
did.popa. 

4, id., Ep. 125, Professio Fidei Eustathii (ed. Y. Courtonne, I, 31, ll. 16-25; 
PG 32, 545 C5-D1): mpoorKer ... eiAnpevat. 

5. Gregory of Nazianzen, Orat. 42 (ed. J. Bernardi, SC 384, 84, Il. 10-11; PG 
36, 476 C11-13): miarevouer ... d4.050€0. 

6. ibid. (ed. J. Bernardi, 84, Il. 14-17; PG 36, 477 A3~-6): 7d pev ... 
adoxnoveitwoay, 


3 S$o Diekamp, xix. Damascene is also dependent on the Doctrina for the extract from 
Leontius’s Epilyseis which he cites in the TIyny7 Fvdioews I, 65 (PG 94, 660 B4—-C6; = Doctr. Patr. 
28, I [198, L 24-199, 1. 12]: Epil. 7 [288,1.27--290, L. 10]). Cf. Diekamp’s remarks, lxvi-lxviii. 

* Fourteen testimonia in the CNE correspond exactly with texts in the Doctrina; another 
fourteen texts in the Doctrina are longer extracts from the same passages, and a further thirteen 
are shorter. 

372 Ed. M. Breydy, CSCO 497-8; tr. E Nau, ROC 4 (1899), 188-219. On the date and the origin 
of this pseudepigraphic work, see Nau’s comments, ibid. 180-5. Six texts here correspond exactly 
in extent with texts in the CNE; four are shorter and two are longer. This work exists today only in 
Syriac, the complete text of which has not yet been published. 

33 Diekamp, lxxv—lxvi. 

34 BG 133, 120-212. *% Diekamp, lxxvi-lexviii. 

376 These are Test. 8, 10, £1, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,17, 45, 47, 48, 54, 57, 58, 59, 60, 70, and 78. 
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. id., Ep. 101, Ad Cledonium I (ed. P. Gallay, 44, 1. 6-46, 1. 2; PG 37, 180 


A6-B3): ptoets ... Dedrnre. 


. Proclus of Constantinople, Sermon on the Nativity (cf. C. Martin, Le 


Muséon 54 (1941), 46, ll. 7-13): 6 adros ... evwadons. 


. Isidore of Pelusium, Ep. I, 360 (PG 78, 388 A7-14): dpros ... 


UToaTaciy. 

Ps.-Justin (Theodoret), Expositio Rectae Confessionis 10 (ed. J. C. T. 
Otto, Corp. Apol. IV, 34, 381 B5-C7; PG 6, 1223 C4-15): ré7e ... 
eTrAn pwoev. 

ibid. (ed. J. C. T. Otto, Corp. Apol. IV, 36, 382 A1-8; PG 6, 1225 A6-14): 
OTav .., podAoyyaets. 

ibid. 11 (ed. J. C. T. Otto, Corp. Apol. IV, 38-40, 382 C6-D3; PG 6, 1225 
B14-C6): domep ... wapedéxero. 

ibid. 12 (ed. J. C. T. Otto, Corp. Apol. IV, 46-50, 385 A5-C6; PG 6 1229 
C8-1232 A13): Womep ...yuwpicerer. 

Ps.-Irenaeus, Frag. 8 (Hippolytus, De Libro Primo Regum, Quae de 
Helcana et Samuele) (ed. W. Harvey, Adv, Haer. U, 479; PG 7, 1233 
A13-18): Worep ... érideryO7. 

Hippolytus, De Benedictione Balaam, Frag. (GCS I, 2, 82): “Iva detx87 
aoe peciorns. 

Peter of Alexandria, De Adventu Salvatoris Nostri, Frag. (PG 18, 521 
C2-6): kat Tw Tobda ... pice. 

Cyriacus (Cyril?) of Paphos, Frag.: 6s év poppy ... unt pds. 
Athanasius, Contra Arianos Ill, 29 (PG 26, 385 A8-14): cKxo7ds ... 
yéyovev. 

id. (?), Contra Apollinarem 1, 7 (PG 26, 1105 A14—B5): atrds ée ... 
err derEdLevos. 

ibid. I, 16 (PG 26, 1121 C15~1124 A7): cat obrws ... 6 avrés. 

Basil, Adv. Eunomium I, 18 (ed. B. Sesbotié and G. M. de Durand, SC 
299, 236.9-16; PG 29, 552 C7-553.A2): eye) yap ... Sudryra. 
Ps,-Basil, Adv. Eunomium IV (? Didymus, De Dogmatibus et Contra 
Arianos 1) (PG 29, 704 C5--9): Ajareov ... Aoy.CoueOa. 

Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 2, 23 (ed. J. Bernardi, SC 247, 120. 1-5; PG 35, 
432 B15-C2): robT0 ... duporepa. 

id., Orat. 38, 15 (ed. J. Bernardi, SC 358, 138. 1-3; PG 36, 328 C11-14): 
dmeoTaay ... pucews. 

id., Orat. 30, 7-8 (ed. J. Bernardi, SC 250, 240.16-242.13; PG 36, 113 
A6-B10): ratra ... cuvddm. 

id., Ep. 101, ad Cledonium I (ed. P. Gallay, 48, IL 15-20; PG 37, 181 
C2-7): &s Kai 70... cuuuias. 

Gregory of Nyssa, Adv. Apollinarem 40 (ed. E Moeller, GNO III/1, 195. 
27-196. 5; PG 45, 1213 D5-1216 AY): ef odv puatKov ... eiatv. 
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id., Contra Eunomium III, 1,92 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 35, ll. 12-19; PG 45, 597 
B11-C5): rov yap weotrny ... pice. 
ibid. III, 3, 66 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 131, Il 6-13; PG 45, 705 C10-D3): zrota, ~ 
vee TULT 
ibid. III, 4, 13 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 138, 11.36; PG 45,716 A10-12): 7avrayod x 
... Kadopa. 
ibid. II], 4, 14 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 139, ll. 3-6; PG 45,716 B9-13): tvaé« rob | 
... olKovopta. E 
Ps.-Julius of Rome (Apollinarius), De Unione 17 (ed. H. Lietzmann 192, - 
1. 14-193, 1.2): dev €& dvaynns ... dyvojoet. 

Hilary of Poitiers, De Trinitate IX, 3 (ed. P.Smulders, CCL 62A, 373. 6-7; 
PL 10, 282 B10-12): od ofdev... émioraras. 7 
ibid. (ed. P Smulders, CCL 62A, 374.12-19; PL 10, 283 A2-14): ratra 

vee COTL. 

ibid. 11 (ed. P. Smulders, CCL 62A, 382.20; PL 10, 290 B11): opas win 
dpodroyetobas. we 
ibid. 11 and 14 (ed. P. Smulders, CCL 62A, 383.26-8; 385.1~-4; PL 10,290 
C2~291 A2; 292 B5-9): cai érerdyzrep ... wopprv. 
Ambrose, De Fide ad Gratianum II, 9,77 (CSEL 78, 84-5, ll. 32-8; PL 16, 
576 B13-C5): pudAdEwpev ... epbléyyero. 

ibid. III, 4, 28 (CSEL 78, 118, ll. 16-20; PL 16, 595 B14-C3): dAAa wads 
a re fedrys. 

id., De Incarnationis Dominicae Sacramento 5, 35 (CSEL 79, 240, 
Il. 8-12; PL 16, 827 C3-7): mAjy ... oa@paros. 

ibid. 5, 35-6 (CSEL 79, 241, ll. 17-20; PL 16, 827 C14—D3): €OTUD ... 
Bedrytt. 

id., Ep. 39(46), ad Sabinum, 6 (ed. M. Zelzer, CSEL 82/10/2, 31.79-83; 
PL 16, 1147 B15-C4): odKxoty ... ruyydvy. 

id. (?), Expositio Fidei, Frag.: rods dé Aéyovtas ... exkAnota. 
Amphilochius of Iconium, Frag. 12 (PG 39, 109 A3-6): dudkpivov ... 
Oe. 
id., Ep. Ad Seleucum, Frag. II B1—-5 (ed. F. Cavallera, RHE 8 (1907), 489: 
GS TE THY ... TEPLypapoLLEeVys. : 
ibid., Frag. II D-E2 (ed. Cavallera, 489-90): 6 Xptorés ... Oeiav. 

ibid., Frag. II E7-8 (ed. Cavallera, 490): otxerodrar ... pdoes. 
Gelasius of Caesarea, Frag. 4 (ed. F. Diekamp, Anal. Patr. 45, ll. 9-23): 
GAN otk iaxuaer ... Huds. 

id., Frag. 6 (ed. Diekamp 46, ll. 8-12): ucts ... Peod. 

Augustine, Ep. 137, ad Volusianum, 9 (CSEL 44, 108, ll. 13-15; PL 33, 
519): viv 6€ ot Tw ... puauv. 

id., Tractatus in Joannem 78, 3 (CCL 36, 524, Il. 4-8; PL 35, 1836): 
ériyvwt... Oeds. 
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51. John Chrysostom, In Phil. Hom. VI,2 (PG 62, 219,1.60-220,1.5): éarecd7) 
... Deod. 

52. id., In I Tim. Hom VII (PG 62, 537, ll. 2-7): évresd7) ... Oeds Hv. 

53. id.,In Ascensionem D.N.J.C.2 (PG 50,445, 11. 21-8): zove?... karHAdagev. 

54. Ephrem Graecus, Sermo adv. Haereticos seu de Margarita (ed. J. 
_Assemani II, 263 E6-F7): rv d00 picewy ... Xptards. 

55. Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechesis IV, 9 (ed. WK. Reischl and J. Rupp I, 100, 
ll. 5-6; PG 33, 468 A5~7): SiarAods ... parvdpevov. 

56. Flavian of Antioch, Frag. 6 (ed. FR Cavallera, 107): ris ws adnbas bes 
pvcews. 

57. id., Frag. 5 (ed. F Cavallera, 107): ere ... Peornra. 

58. Antiochus of Ptolemais, Frag. (C. Martin, Le Muséon 54 (1941), 56, 
127-57, 1.2): pn ouyyxens ... dvOpwndryte. 

59. Proclus of Constantinople, Frag.: cal rds pices ... beoAdynoov. 

60. id., Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Constantinopli 3 (PG 65, 664A 1-8): eé 7) 
mapbévos ... Oeds jov. 

61. Isidore of Pelusium, Ep. I, 405, Theodosio Diacono (PG 78, 409 A3-7): 
ovK €oTt puouxas ... Yids. 

62. id., Ep. 1, 102, Timotheo Lectori (PG 78, 252 C12-D4): raon pudaky ... 
éomovoacev. 

63. id., Ep. I, 323, Cyrillo Archiepiscopo (PG 78, 369 B5-12): 671 
éuBarevoavros. 

63a (only in V). id., Ep. 1, 303, ad Leandrum (PG 78, 357 C6-360 A2): 7) 
pvats ... EOpeV. 

64, Cyril of Alexandria, De Trinitate I (PG 75, 680 B5-11): 6 wev yap tepds 

.. €paprias. 

65, ibid. (PG 75, 681 C13-D1): bi770s ... dvO paiva. 

66, id., Ep. 40, ad Acacium, 15 (ACOL, 1, 4, 27, ll. 12-15; PG 77, 193 D6-196 
A3): of b€ Kata... pacity. 

67. id., Contra Nestorium II, 14,2 (ACOI, 1, 6, 52, ll. 30-4; PG 76, 109 C10- 
D1): cf peév otv avOpwrov ... payecat. 

68. id., Ep.45, ad Succensum I,7 (ACOJ, 1,6, 153, 1.23-154,L 11; PG 77, 232 
D10-233 B1): odKxodv ... capKa. 

69. id., Quod Unus Sit Christus (ed. G. M. de Durand, 372, ll. 36-42; PG 75, 
1289 C14-D5): dp odv ... aunyavov yap. 

70. id., In Hebr. II: Frag.: cai ot 59 ... Hapbévov vad. 

71. id., Scholia 13 (ACOL, 5, 22, Il. 31-3; PG 75, 1385 C1—5): o¥ Ssopioreov 

.. auras. 

72. Paul of Emesa, Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Alexandriae I(ACOI, 1,4, 11, 
ll. 7-10; PG 77, 1437 A9-14): edbéws ... tpdcwr7ov, 

73. id., Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Alexandriae II (ACO I, 1, 4, 13, Il. 17-21, 
PG 77, 1441 B3-13): Hoatas ... dmabys. 
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74, Cyril of Alexandria, Responsio ad Sermonem II Pauli Emeseni (ACO 1, 
1,4, 15, Il. 1-3; PG 77, 989 C2-6): i600 ... war pror. 

75. id., Contra Nestorium III, 2 (ACO I, 1, 6, 60, 1. 39-61, 1. 2; PG 76, 129 
D7-132 A2): od yap ort yéyove ... Eupavovna. 

76, id., Glaphyra in Leviticum 4 (PG 69, 576 B1-12): 6Aov d€ maAw ... 
xadapa. : 

77, id., De Adoratione in Spiritu et Veritate Il (PG 68,213 B14-C2): Xpraros 
d€ Ws vopov ... Xprords. 

78. id., In Epistulam ad Hebraeos, Frag.: Gpa. roivur ... Peixads. = 

79. id., Thesaurus 24 (PG 75, 393 Cl~3): more ev yap... cuvaprporepor, 

80. id., De Adoratione in Spiritu et Veritate IX (PG 68, 637 A7-B2): xpuo7 
... Bdow. 

81, id., Sermo de Fide, Prag.: et yap kéxpavrat ... ypavicbyoar. 

82. ibid., Frag.: cai AéAvran ... cd7n Ta. 

83. id., In Epistulam ad Hebraeos, Frag.: dodo raves ...7) pux7 aia. 

84. id., In Joannem I,9 (ed. P. Pusey 3, 140.19-141. 4; PG 73, 161 A15—C1): 
eee pyalerat... pyaiv. 

85. id., Scholia 33, Frag.: Oeds yap dv... Adyos. 

86. id., Ep. 50, ad Valerianum, 2 (ACO I, 1, 3, 91, 1. 31-92, 1. 1; PG 77, 257 
B11-15): odxotv oporoyoupéevus ... capKds. 

87. id., Ep. 39, ad Joannem Antiochenum, 5 (ACO LI, 1,4, 17, ll. 17-20; PG 77, 
177 A13-B3): rds d€ evayyeAtcas ... dtddvTas. 

88. id., Scholia 11 (ACO I, 5, 227, Il. 11-14; PG 75, 1381 A15-B4): 67: dé 
aovyxurot ... EVAov. 


2. TheCA 


The florilegium attached to the CA presents a somewhat simpler picture. Five of 


its twenty-seven extracts do not appear in other florilegia,*” and one of these 
—Test. 26—is again a fragment of Cyril’s Commentary on Hebrews, which is 
found only here. Test. 2,21, and 24 also make their earliest appearances in Greek 
in the CA. The collection of texts which offers the most parallels to Leontius’s 
anthology is that assembled by Severus in his various writings against Julian of 
Halicarnassus, the first known “aphthartist”—a dossier prepared, one imagines, 
by the learned ex-Patriarch himself. All but two of the parallel texts in Severus’s 
anti-Julianist corpus*’® are either of the same extent as their counterparts in 
Leontius or longer; this suggests, prima facie, that Leontius did depend in some 
way on Severuss works for much of his documentation. John of Caesaraea’s 
treatise against “Aphthartodocetists”*” also contains in its florilegium nine 


37” "Test, 1, 8, 12,22, and 26. 
378 The parallels to CA, Test. 5,7, 9, 10, 11, 13, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 23. 379 Cf. n. 265. 
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parallels to testimonia in the CA, several of them in the same sequence as those 
in Leontius; only one of these**’ is longer than the corresponding text in Leontius, 
and it appears in its longer form in Severus also. Since the date of John’s work is 
uncertain, we cannot rule out the possibility that his dossier is partly derived 
from that of the CA; but textual variation and the longer form of Test.17 suggest 
rather that both he and Leontius used an anti-Julianist anthology partly prepared 
from Severuss works and partly incorporating new material: perhaps an 
anthology specially made for the Chalcedonians opposed to the doctrine of 
Christ’s human incorruptibility. The hypothesis of such an intermediate 
~ collection—which seems all the more likely, in that Leontius does not noticeably 
- depend on Severus for his arguments—provides the simplest explanation for 
the presence of several texts in Leontius’s florilegium which are not in Severus’s 
works: Test. 15 and 16, both translations from Ambrose (the latter of which also 
appears in John of Caesaraea’s work); Test. 21, from a treatise on charity ascribed 

to St Ephrem (also in John’s florilegium); and Test. 24, from Cyril's lost 
commentary on Matthew (in John’s collection in a slightly shorter form). Of the 
five testimonia in the CA without parallel, Test. 2 and 12 (from Ps.-Dionysius 
and Gregory Nazianzen) could well have been added by Leontius from his own 
reading. The same is true of Test. 14, from Gregory of Nyssa’s Catechetical 
Oration—a passage only quoted, at much greater length, by Euthymius and 
. Theorian—and of Test. 27, again from Gregory Nazianzen, which is out of 
chronological sequence here, and which appears only in a shorter form in other 
patristic florilegia. Test. 11 is a popular passage, which Leontius could have taken 
from many sources. Test. 25 is found in the fifth-century diphysite Florilegium 
Cyrillianum; and Test. 22 and 26, Cyrillian fragments not used elsewhere, may 
come (like Test. 78 of the CNE) from some less widely known selection of 
passages from the Patriarch of Alexandria’s works. 

Of the other extant florilegia which show significant parallels to that of the 
CA, the anti-Julianist collection falsely ascribed to Leontius himself in the 
_ twelfth-century cod. Vatopedi 236**' seems to depend directly on Severus, 
rather than on Leontius or his intermediate source. The florilegium in cod. 
Moscow Lenin 131, again shows signs of direct dependence on Leontius. 
Otherwise, correspondence between the florilegium of the CA and the other 
ancient florilegia is probably coincidental. 

The contents of the florilegium of the CA are as follows: 


1. Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, De Divinis Nominibus IV, 25 (ed. B.R. 
Suchla PTS 33, 173. 6-7; PG 3, 728 B8-10): pOopa ... duvarecwy. 

2. Justin (?), Frag. 5 (ed. J. C. T. Otto, Corp. Apol. III, 256; PG 6, 1596 
C1-1597 A9: wAdoas ... mepupepovtes. 


3% The parallel to Leontius, Test. 17. 8! See p. 16 and n. 94. 
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. Athanasius (?), Contra Apollinarem II, 17 (PG 26, 1161 B8-C1): év 8é 79 “ 


.. O06», 


. Athanasius, De Incarnatione 24, short recension (ed. C. Kannengiesser, 


353, apparatus): waoyov ... dsapGopav. 


. ibid. 26 (ed. C. Kannengiesser, 360, ll. 19-27; PG 25, 141 A13-B8): 66¢ep | 


1 WVECYXETO, 


. ‘a , Ep. ad Epictetum 10 (PG 26, 1068 A5~9): ava ... dp@aprov. 
. id., De Incarnatione 4 (ed. C. Kannengiesser, 278, IL 30-4; PG 25, 104 8 


C3-8): €or pev yap... dpbapros. 


. ibid. 3 (ed. C. Kannengiesser, 274, ll. 35-8; PG 25, 103 C7-10): et Se ‘ 


mapapainoar ... wis. 


. Basil, Homilia de Gratiarum Actione 5 (PG 31, 228 C14-229 Al): as. 


obv KaredeEarTo ... cvyywpar. 


. id., Ep. 261, ad Sozpolitanos, 3 (ed. Y. Courtonne III, 117-18; PG 32, 972 


A8-B11): capkos ... éroinoev. 


. Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 38.15 (ed. C. Moreschini, SC 358, 138.1~3; - 


PG 36, 328 C11~14): dwreordAn ... vdum. 


. id., Orat. 44.4 (PG 36,612 A14-B3): ef pev odv ... rAnatdoavrTes. 
. Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium III, 3, 67 (ed. W. Jaeger, II, 132, - 


Il. 3-7; PG 45, 708 A7-11): otrw ... dpbaprov. 


. id., Oratio Catechetica 37,9 (ed. E. Mihlenberg, GNO ITI/4, 96. 18- 22; 


PG 45, 96 D4-8): 76 yap mavrw ... peTremoinOy. 


. Ambrose, De Incarnationis Danica Sacramento 5, 44 (CSEL 79, 246, 


ll. 104-6; PL 16, 864 D9-865 Al): ef undapwds ... Hyetobas. 


. id., De Fide ad Gratianum II, 3, 21 (CSEL 78, 116, Il. 53-7; PL 16, 594 


A10-15): GAA ... AdvvarTo. 


. John Chrysostom, In Joannem Hom. 80 (PG 59, 435, IL. 52-5): ri obv : 


évraiéa ... BactArkod. 


. ibid., Hom. 87 (PG 59, 474, ll. 27-32): dorep ... émedeixvuto. 
. ibid., Hom. 67 (PG 59, 371, ll. 56-60): Bomep... cHua Hv. 

. ibid., Hom. 87 (PG 59, 475, ll. 5-10): épavy ... dxiparor. 

. Ephrem Graecus, Frag.: dpGapoia ... épuyddevoer. 

. Cyril of Alexandria, In Isaiam V, 1 (PG 70, 1188 B5~12): érretd2) ... 7dvov. . 
. id., Thesaurus 24 (PG 75, 396 C11-15): erred) ... Aéyerau. 
. id., In Matthaeum I, Frag.: ras obv ... Caojv. 

. id., Ep. I ad Succensum, 10 (ACO I, 1, 6, 155, 1. 27-156, 1. 4; PG 77, 236 


B7~13): pera dé rH ... povoyevobs. 


. id., In Epistulam ad Hebraeos, Frag.: épixe ... edoe Pompe. 
. Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 39.13 (ed. C. Moreschini, SC 358, 176.17- 


178.27; PG 36, 349 A7-B5): érreid7) ... Pavatwbévros. 
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3. The DIN 


The florilegium of sixty-two texts appended to the DTN falls into four clearly 
discernible sections, the first three of which are briefly introduced by Leontius. 
Testimonia 1-36 are all extracts from the dogmatic works of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia—our earliest, and in most cases our only, source for the Greek text 
_ of these passages. This is followed by five short extracts from works of Diodore 
* of Tarsus (Test. 37-41), none of which is preserved in Greek elsewhere. The third 
- section (Test. 42-55) begins with the Contestatio, or public complaint, against 
. Nestorius issued by the lawyer Eusebius in 429; this document, familiar from the 
~ Acta of the Council Ephesus held under Cyril's chairmanship, arranges phrases 
taken from Nestoriuss sermons alongside similar phrases attributed to the 
third-century Christological heretic Paul of Samosata, designed to show that 
_ Nestorius was preaching the very doctrines for which Paul had been condemned. 
. After a further comment by Leontius, the rest of this section (Test. 43-55) 
~ consists of short extracts from Paul and Nestorius (some of them corresponding 
tophrases already quotedin the Contestatio),and from the acts and proclamations 
~ of the Synod held at Antioch which condemned Paul in 268. The florilegium of 
the DTN closes with seven excerpts from other major Fathers, presented without 
introduction, which emphasize the unity of hypostasis in Christ (Test. 56-62). 
The first three of these sections are clearly conceived as a continuous exposition 
of the prehistory of “Nestorian” doctrines, corresponding roughly to the order of 
Leontiuss accusations in the body of the DTN: first, generous excerpts from 
~ Theodore, against whom Leontius has unleashed most of his fury; then a few 
passages from Diodore, Nestorius, and Paul of Samosata in the hope of proving a 
direct continuity in teaching through all four. Leontius’s introduction to the first 
section gives the impression that he has made the extracts himself, from a 
complete text of Theodore’s De Incarnatione; so he apologizes for presenting 
_ passages from this work alone,** but says that the “Nestorians” are careful not to 
show their documents to outsiders,*® so that it was only “with difficulty and after 
much work and countless stratagems” that he was able to get his hands on even 
this treatise.*** Whether one interprets this passage, with Richard, as an instance 
of deliberate “mauvaise foi”® or simply as excusable editorial window-dressing, 
Leontius’s words here are surely misleading. The first section contains, in fact, six 
extracts from Theodore’s Contra Apollinarem (Test. 30-5) and one from his 


32 py, 448,11. 24-5. 

583 ibid., IL. 23-4. * ibid., ll. 21-2. ° 

385 “Ta Tradition des fragments du traité wepi tis evavO pwajcews de Théodore de Mopsueste,” 
Le Muséon 56 (1943),57 (= Opera Minora II, no. 41). For a modern collection of the extant fragments 
of Diodore and Theodore, along with an English translation and substantial commentary, see John 
Behr, The Case against Diodore and Theodore: Texts and their Contexts (Oxford, 2011). 
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commentary on the eighth Psalm (Test. 36), as well as the twenty-nine from De 
Incarnatione; more important, a comparison of the florilegium of the DTN with 
others containing the same texts shows that the first two and probably the first 
three sections of it are not excerpted directly from the original works at all, but are 
taken, like Leontius’s other florilegia, from an earlier collection. 

Eight of Leontius’s extracts from Theodore and Diodore**’ correspond 
exactly with testimonia found in the Latin Acta of the fourth and sixth sessions 
of the Council of 553, and in the Constitutum which Pope Vigilius published 
the day after the Council's fifth session (14 May, 553). Five more of Leontius’s 
extracts**” appear in a longer form in these documents, and two further texts 
(three in the acts of the Council)** in shorter form. Eight of Leontius’s extracts 
from Theodore” are to be found, in Greek, in Justinian’s partially lost Letter 
against the Three Chapters, published in 549 or early in 550;’ all but two of 
these also appear in the two Latin collections just mentioned. Two other of 
Leontiuss extracts—one from Diodore,**! one from Paul of Samosata*’— 
appear in the same form in the Latin anthology known as the Collectio Palatina, 
which seems to have been assembled by a “neo-Chalcedonian,” some time 
during the 530s or 540s.* Nine texts from the first three sections of Leontius’s 
florilegium*” also appear, in the same or shorter form, in Severus’s Philaléthés 
or his Contra Impium Grammaticum. Three extracts, in the same or longer 
form, from Leontius’s sections two and three,*” are used by Timothy Aelurus in 
the florilegium of his Refutation of the Council of Chalcedon;** and eight” — 
some in longer form, some shorter—from sections one and two appear in a 
Syriac anti-Chalcedonian collection, which may also be by Timothy and 
includes large extracts from his work** Seven of Leontius’s texts, finally, from 


38 ‘Test. 16, 18, 27, 28, 31, 36, 38, and 39. J. Straub (ACO IV, 1. xxxiii-xxxiv), assumes—probably 
rightly—that Justinian himself had these extracts translated into Latin for the benefit of Vigilius 
and the other Westerners at the council. 

7 Test. 21, 29, 32, 33, and 34. 

*8 Test. 6 and 14 appear both in the Acta and in the Constitutum, Test. 1 in the Acta alone. 

3 Test. 6, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36. 

30 Ed. E. Schwartz, Drei dogmatische Schriften Justinians, 47-69 (= PG 86, 1041 D7-1095 B5). 
For the date, cf. Schwartz, ibid., 115-16. 

%1 Test. 37. 2 Test. 43. 

388 ACOL, 5, 1; for the origin of this collection, cf. Schwartz’s remarks, ibid. vii—viii. 

4 Test. 2, 4, 28, 38 and 40 in the Philaléthés; Test. 4, 28, 41, 51, 52, and 53 in the Contra Impium 
Grammaticum. 

35 Test, 38, 44, and 45, 

6 Extant only in an Armenian translation, ed. K. Ter-Mekerttschian and E. Ter-Minassiantz, 
Timotheus Ailurus, Widerlegung der auf der Synode zu Chalkedon festgesetzten Lehre (Leipzig, 1908). 

37 Test. 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 38, 39, and 40. 

*8 ‘This is the florilegium of cod. B. M. Syr. Add. 12156, ff. 1-63*, partially published by P. de 
Lagarde, Analecta Syriaca (Leipzig, 1858). On the possibility of its attribution to Timothy, cf. J. Lebon, 
“La Christologie de Timothé Elure,’ RHE 9 (1908), 680-4; “Version arménienne et version syriaque 
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parts one and two*”’—five longer in extent, one the same, one shorter—appear 
in the fragments of Cyril of Alexandria’s lost work, Contra Diodorum et 
Theodorum, as cited at the Fifth Council. From these parallels, and from a 
comparison of the texts, Richard has argued convincingly that the florilegium of 
Theodore and Diodore used by Leontius and his contemporaries is essentially 
the same_as that used by Cyril in the late 430s, when composing his treatise 
against those writers.” Less certain, but also probable, is Richard's suggestion 
that it contained, at least by the time of Timothy Aelurus (ie. the 460s), a 
selection of parallel texts from Paul of Samosata and Nestorius, upon which 
Leontius based the third section of his florilegium. Richard also attempted to 
prove that this collection was, from the beginning, an unfair presentation of 
Antiochene doctrine, containing passages deliberately altered by hostile— 
perhaps Apollinarian—circles, with whom Cyril was in contact. His arguments 
here, however, are less convincing; in a painstaking textual analysis of all the 
fragments in question, Francis A. Sullivan*” has shown that the more “friendly” 
Syriac translation of Theodore contained in cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 14669, on which 
Richard rested his case, seems likelier to have been tendentiously altered. 

The short fourth section (Test. 56-62) of the florilegium of the DTN is 
unusual, in that it is neither introducted with a “bridge” passage by Leontius nor 
referred to in his introduction to the earlier sections. Leontius’s closing remarks, 
after Test. 62, suggest, but do not necessarily prove, that passages from other 
Fathers were also included in his florilegium: “I believe that the similarity of 
thought between Theodore and his party and the Samosatene, and the 
opposition and difference of their opinions from those of the holy Fathers, has 
been proven by all these texts.“ Striking, too, is the fact that five of the seven 
extracts in section four are exact parallels, in extent, text, and sequence, of 


de Timothée Aelure” Handes Amsorya 41 (1927), 713-22; E. Schwartz, Vaticanus gr. 1431, 126-7 and 
130-1. For an exact description of the contents of this florilegium, see R. Y. Ebied and L. R. Wickham, 
“A Collection of Unpublished Syriac Letters of Timothy Aelurus,’ JTS Ns 21 (1970), 322-3. 


3° Test. 12, 14, 17, 28, 38, 39, and 40. 

0M, Richard, “La Tradition des fragments,’ esp, 58-62; see also Richard’s article, “Les Traités de 
Cyrille ? Alexandrie contre Diodore et Théodore et les fragments dogmatiques de Diodore de Tarse,” 
Mélanges F. Grat I (Paris, 1946), 99-116 (= Opera Minera II, no. 51). The fact that Leontius’s Test. 28 
and 39 correspond exactly with extracts used by the Council of 553, Vigilius and—in the case of Test. 
28—Severus, but are both shorter than the versions of the same extracts given by Cyril, suggests that 
the sixth-century authors may all have been using a somewhat abbreviated version of Cyril's dossier. 

401 Cf.“La Tradition des fragments,’ 63-75; “Les Traités,’ 113; “Origéniste?,” 43. 

42 The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia (= Analecta Gregoriana 82: Rome, 1956). Sullivan 
summarizes his findings thus: “In not a single case where the text of an extract (as it appears in 
Leontius) differs from the correct parallel in a friendly Syriac or Latin version, have we found the 
hypothesis of deliberate and malicious alteration on the part of the compiler to the be the more 
probable explanation of the discrepancy” (p. v). 

3p, 522, Scholion Leontii ll. 10-12. 
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testimonia in chapter 7 of the Doctrina Patrum, even though there are 
practically no close parallels for these testimonia elsewhere. We must either 
conclude that Leontius here is only using a small part of still another source— 
one later employed by the Doctrina but untapped by other patristic compilers— 
or else, as seems more likely, we must see the fourth section of the DTN’s 
florilegium as an addition of the eighth or ninth century,’® based directly on 
the Doctrina and intended perhaps as an antidote to the “Nestorian” texts of 
sections one to three. 
The full list of the contents of this florilegium is as follows: 


. Theodore of Mopuestia, De Incarnatione 7: ef yap ... voovpevys. 
ibid: doep ... dvOpeovs. 
ibid.: Tyoods ... €xmAjpwow. 
ibid.: jrwro ... dudopos. 
ibid.: 8: kaya ... Yids. 
ibid.: vavraydbev ... paper. 
ibid.: rov adroév ... déovra. 
. ibid. 9: €v7a00a ... ddvaper. 
. ibid.: dvep yap ... ruyxdvorros. 
. ibid. 10: opéy ... wavOdvopev. 
. ibid.: woiav ... taper. 
12. ibid.: ccom@pev ... €xdeEapeba. 
. ibid. 12: db: rod70 ... Evadces. 
. ibid: dpa matvoovrat ... kaTaordayra. 


CON AVP wWh - 


— 
ee © 


— 
A OD 


15. ibid.: Grace... Maptas. 
16. ibid.: dAAG mpos ToObTO ... onpavTiKdy. 
17. ibid.: woAupepas ... dedxvuTas. 


_ 
ioe} 


. ibid.: Ware ov pdvov ... weTovaiav. 
. ibid. Kat KaAécers ... perovala, 
. ibid.: dH Aov ... cuvdgerav. 


oO 
oOo oO 


4 Test. 56, 58, 59, 61, and cp. Doctr. Patr.7, IX, XI, XII, XIII, and XIV. Leontius’s Test 57—which 
only appears in manuscript P—is incorrectly attributed to the same author (roo avrod) as Test. 
56, Gregory of Nazianzus, even though it is actually by Gregory of Nyssa. As Diekamp observes in 
his introduction (Ivii), this may be a sign that the extract from Gregory Nazianzen contained in 
the Doctrina as 7, X was originally in Leontius’s florilegium, too; perhaps the discrepancy between. 
title and text is the reason why this text disappeared from the text of V and O. 

“5 i.e. after the composition of the Doctrina (around 700: cf. Diekamp, lxxix-Lxxx), but early 
enough to be in a common ancestor of all our extant manuscripts of Leontius. V and O, as we shall 
see, were copied in the second quarter of the tenth century. 

5 A third possibility, suggested by Diekamp (lvii), is that the Doctrina here is drawing directly 
from Leontius; Diekamp himself, however, has shown that the Doctrina cannot have depended on 
Leontius for any of the other parallels between them, so it is unlikely that this is the correct 
explanation here. 


21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26, 
27. 
28. 
29, 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 


37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
Al. 
42. 


43. 
44, 
45, 
46. 
47. 


A8. 
49, 
50. 
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56. 
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ibid. 13: 6s €pavepwin ... dxpiBetas. 

ibid.: oddé yap ... éyvwpilero. 

ibid.: d:dzrep ... Beod. 

ibid.: roto ... €Afetv. 

ibid.: dudzep ».. Fr7@pmevov. 

ibid. 14: évrebOev ... ericews. 

ibid.: ratro 59 ToOTO ... avOpad7re@. 

ibid. 15: 6vav roivuy ... yume. 

ibid.: wAgov ... ard pOwow. 

id., Contra Apollinarem 4: dedwxévat ... dvacyoipeba. 

ibid. 3: eyw ev ... Kowwwvian. 

ibid. 4: 6 7p6 aiwvery ... yeyevnabas, 

ibid.: odxoby rots tuerépois ... broTayHy. 

ibid. 3: GAN 6 ye Geds ... Tapfévov. 

ibid. 4: rov 5é dvOpwrrov ... cuvageias. 

id., In Psalmum 8 (cf. Latin version: ed. R. Devreesse, Studi e Testi 93 
(1939), 46, |. 1-47, 1.24): d6a rovTo ... €Lovaiar. 

Diodore of Tarsus, Conta Synousiastas 1: aopaAtlea@at ... AaBid. 
ibid.: ya pits... Tapayeyover. 

ibid.: cat wepi THy ... bate pois. 

ibid.: ef tes BodAotTo ... daly. 

ibid.: 6 Yids ro Ocod ... cd pKa. 

Eusebius of Dorylaeum, Contestatio (ACO I, 1, 101, L 5-102, 1. 3): 
opkilw ... diapaprupia. 

Paul of Samosata, Frag.: dvOpw7ros ... &yiov. 

id., Dialogue with Malchion, Frag,: iva pajre ... oi. 

id., Frag.: 6 pawvopeos ... €oriv. 

Nestorius, Sermon 8 (ed. F. Loofs, 247, ll. 5-8): wéya ... d&ia. 
Synod of Antioch (268), Encyclical Letter against Paul of Samosata, 
Frag.: pyol ... copias. 

ibid.: ef dé... cupPatverv. 

ibid.: ob yap... 7ovdTHTA. 

ibid.: r/ dé BovAerar ... vO pwros. 


. ibid.: 7} 76 évouxfoat ... copare. 
52. 
53. 
54, 
55. 


ibid.: cairor ... vioi. 

ibid.: r7v dé cuvdgeray ... cwHpart. 

ibid.: ob re 5é... dvOpw7rive. 

Acta of the Synod against Paul of Samosata (268), Frag.: ob mdAa ... 
ond pxovra. 

Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 101, ad. Cledonium I (ed. P. Gallay, 42, I. 10-46, 
1. 12; PG 37, 177 C6-181 A3): ef ris ob DeoTéxov ... obTw AéyyTat. 
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57. Gregory of Nyssa (listed as Gregory Nazianzen), In Canticum 
Canticorum 13 (ed. H. Langerbeck, 390, 1. 22-391, 1. 11; PG 44, 1056 
A13-B10): Xpiorov ... duaprias. can 

58. Athansius (?), Contra Apollinarem I,7 (PG 26,1105 B2-5): GAN’ 6 dip... 

Er tOELEGLEVOS. 

59. Gregory of Nyssa, Oratio Catechetica 10 (ed. E. Miihlenberg, GNO III/4, 
38.5~23; PG 45, 41 B10-D1): dAAG puxpov .,. AaBety. 

60. Ephrem Graecus, Sermo adversus Haereses seu de Margarita (ed. J. S. 
Assemani II, 268 B8-C4): & BAézeis ... pucews. 

61. Cyril of Alexandria, Ep.2 ad Nestorium, 6 CACOT 1, 1,28, 11. 7-8; PG77, 
48 B12-14): éav d€ ... viods. 

62. Isidore of Pelusium, Ep. 4.166, Archibio Presbytero (PG 78, 1256 Al4- 
B8): 76 ev abTa ... evnvOpwmnoerv. 


4, The AFA 


The only other florilegium found among the works of Leontius stands by itself, 
unattached to any polemical treatises: the Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum. 
The purpose of this collection, as I mentioned above,” is to offer a selection of 
well-attested extracts from the writings of Apollinarius as evidence that similar 
texts, circulating under the names of Athanasius, Gregory Thaumaturgus, and 
Pope Julius, are actually themselves Apollinarian forgeries. As in the three 
florilegia I have discussed, Leontius himself simply contributes a few opening 
and closing observations, as well as a connecting passage between items 2 and 
3. The work is made somewhat more complicated, however, by the fact that 
its first two numbers are not single testimonia, but are themselves smaller 
Apollinarian florilegia: (a) Valentinus’s Capita Apologiae, consisting of twelve 
testimonia (including two passages from Athanasius’s Letter to Epictetus (Test. 
1 and 2) and a passage by Valentinus himself (Test. 12) as well as nine extracts 
from Apollinarius); and (b) Timothy of Berytus’s Ad Homonium, containing 
twenty-four extracts from Apollinarius. Timothy, who seems to have taught 
that the human flesh of Christ, when assumed by the Word, actually became 
consubstantial with the Father, and Valentinus, who strongly opposed this 
view,“ apparently each put together a florilegium to prove the “orthodoxy” 
of his own position by showing that it was also the position of Apollinarius. 
After presenting these two small Apollinarian florilegia—presumably in their 
entirety—Leontius says that he is going to produce “complete and entire 


407 
pp. 50-3. 
48 Cf. Valentinus’s protests (p. 534, 1. 26—-p. 536, 1. 14; p. 540, H. 14-19) and the remarks of 
Leontius (p. 568, ll. 10-13, Il. 29-31). 
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works”*” of Apollinarius, to make his case all the stronger. Of the four texts that 
follow (Test. 3-6), however, only one—Apollinarius’s brief letter to the bishops 
of Diocaesaraea (Test. 3)—seems to be a complete work; the other three are 
again extracts, two (Test. 4~5) from the Kara jx€pos miotis and one (Test. 6) 
from a work which Leontius entitles “On the Handing-on of the Renunciation 
and the Faith’—presumably some kind of baptismal instruction. At least the 
first of these four texts is taken, according to its title in the AFA, “from an ancient 
copy found in the library of the most holy bishop Sidon, Andrew”:*” apparently 
an older Apollinarian florilegium which Leontius used as his source. Although 
there are parallels to eight of the forty testimonia of the AFA in other ancient 
collections, there is no evidence that any patristic writer made direct use of the 
same sources from which Leontius produced his dossier; the correspondences, 
in fact, only indicate that Valentinus (in the case of Test. 1, nos. 6 and 7) and 
Timothy (in the case of Test. 2, nos. 3, 21, and 22) included a few rather popular 
passages of their master in their own collections. 
A full list of the contents of the AFA is as follows: 


1. Valentinus Apollinaristés, Capita Apologiae. This includes the following 
texts: 
1. Athanasius, Ep. ad Epictetum 2 (PG 26, 1052 C9-11): rata dé 
woGev ... dedrytt. 
2. ibid. 4 (PG 26, 1056 C8-14): ei d6uovoos ... cricpact. 
3. Apollinarius of Laodicea, Ep. ad Sarapionem, Frag.: é5eEdpny ... 
KATEYVW EV, 
4, ibid., Frag: 77) yap évaices ... Aeyovar, 
5. id. (Ps.-Julius), Ep. If ad Dionysium, Frag: éuot kal ptAias ... 
Bedrytt. 
6, id. (Ps.-Julius), Ep. I ad Dionysium, 1 (ed. H. Lietzmann, 256, 
IL. 19-21): davpdlw ... efoaybeton. 
7. ibid. 10 (ed. H. Lietzmann, 260, IL. 14-21): dpoAdyyrat... dépiora. 
8. id., Epist. ad Terentium, Frag.: kat airiarat ... epnAdpnoav. 
9, ibid., Frag.: ef dé tis ... dvabeparilecbw. 
10. id., Syllogisms, Frag.: ei dodatos ... adT a. 
11. id., Professio Fidei cum Jovio Episcopo: ArroAwdptos ... eipyv7. 
12. Valentinus, Conclusion: ézreid7) Tid8eos ... weroubdres. 
2. Timothy of Berytus, Ad Homonium. This includes the following texts: 
1, Apollinarius of Laodicaea, Epist ad Sarapionem, Frag.: kaAds ... 
diapopov. 


49 SdaTeAcis Kai 6AoKAApous Adyous: p, 558, |. 25. 
“© 1p. 560, ll. 2~3; see above, p. 52, n. 344. 
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23. 
24, 
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. id. (Ps.-Julius), De Unione 1-2 (ed. H. Lietzmann, 185, []. 9-10; 186, 


Il. 2-6): ayrov €& apyis ... cvvAmras. 


. ibid., 8 (ed. H. Lietzmann, 188, Il. 9-18): ob rw ... capxos. 

. id., Sermon (?) Frag.: dvaydprytos ... cdp€. 

. id., Laudatio Mariae et de Incarnatione, Frag.: peilov ... €avT@. 
. ibid. Frag.: cai év dauT@ ... bmetAngas. 

, id, Sermon (?): 0d ary Ore ... Suvdprer. 

. id., Ep. ad Dionysium, Frag.: dru b€é Hiv ... Pedryre. 

. id., Sermon (?), Frag.: Cébv dé Xproros ... warHp. 

. id., Opus Syllogisticum in Joannem, Frag.: 7s ot Oeds ... c@pare. 
. ibid., Frag.: ore obv ... Oeod. 

. id., Opus Syllogisticum (2), Frag.: Cworrovet ... Petov. 

. id., Ad Flavianum, Frag.: ToAA@ ... cvvayporepor. 

. ibid., Frag: <odx> 7bn dpiorarar ... apy7s. 

. id., Contra Diodorum I, 14, Frag.: 76 e€aiperov ... Aa Bio. 

. ibid. 27, Frag.: dyavaxrets ... Evworv. 

. ibid. 6, Frag: cal od« aioybverat ... dvaTpétovaa. 

. ibid. II, 22, Frag.: cal évrecd7) ... ABpadp. 

. ibid. 36, Frag.: dAAd radra ... Huwras. 

. ibid., Summary, Frag.: ef 6 Adyos ... dmepavOn. 

. ibid., Frag.: &s dvOpwrrat ... Beds. 

. id., Opus Syllogisticum contra Diodorum ad Heracleum, Frag.: 


dpyavov ... pyavov. 
id., Dialogue (?), Frag.: Qeot oda... Oedv. 
id., Sermon (?), Frag.: GOALot ... Hyyovpevor. 


3. Apollinarius of Laodicea, Ep. ad Episcopos Diocaesarienses: xuptous 
TLLWTATOLS ... KOLVWVOULLED, 

4, id. (Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus), Fides Secundum Partem 30-1 (ed. H. 
Lietzmann, 178, 1.8-179, 1. 10): érecd7) Teves ... Xprorod. 

5. ibid. 27-9: duodoyodper ... dyealonevwy. 

6. id., De Incarnatione, seu in Traditionem Renuntiationis et Fidei, Frag.: ei. 
avOpwrros ... d€ias. 


For charts comparing the testimonia of Leontius’s florilegia with their 
parallels in other florilegia, cf. Appendix IV, p. 585. 


III. LEONTIUS THE THEOLOGIAN 


Since I have already described in detail the contents of Leontius’s treatises, as 
well as the collections of earlier authorities he appends to three of them in 
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confirmation of his arguments, there is little reason to summarize his positions 
further here at any length. It may be helpful, however, to offer a few general 
remarks about his achievement as a late patristic theologian. 

1. Since the monograph on Leontius published by Friedrich Loofs in 1887, *” 
shortly after the first modern appearance of the Greek text of these works, 
historians of early Christian theology have recognized in Leontius a thinker of 
great depth, whose work marks a significant development in early Christian 
reflection on the person of Christ. Some of this appreciation, however, seems to 
rest on misconceptions of what Leontius was actually doing. Loofs’s pioneering 
analysis was marred by a readiness to conjecture the existence of a whole range 
of now-lost writings authored by Leontius, which would incorporate a number 
of fragments attributed to him in later Byzantine collections and manuscripts, 
and also to identify him with the author of the work De Sectis, now generally 
agreed to be a composition from later in the sixth century, and with the mid- 
sixth-century polemical writer known as “Leontius of Jerusalem? All of this only 
blurred the edges of an eventual portrait. More important, Loofs saw in Leontius’s 
work essentially an attempt to interpret the Christ of Chalcedon in terms of Cyril 
of Alexandria’s understanding of his person, eine méglichst zur alexandrinischen 
Theologie zuriickkehrende Orthodoxie?” From this starting-point, he argued 
that Leontius’s celebrated distinction, in CNE 1, between a hypostasis and a nature 
that is “enhypostatic” (€vué0Taros), was actually a new attempt to express, in 
terminology borrowed from the Aristotelian tradition, how the human nature 
of Christ could “exist within (év)” the divine Person of the eternal Son, and so be 
real without having a human personal center to individuate it. ] have argued 
elsewhere, as has Grillmeier,** that Loofs’s interpretation rests on a misunder- 
standing of the meaning of év- in “enhypostatic; which seems not to mean 
“hypostatized in” (as Loofs and others have thought) but simply “hypostatic? 
or “concretely instanced,” “individually realized”—as analogies from other 
Greek adjectives show; €v- here, as in several other adjectives formed from 
nouns, is simply the opposite of the Greek “alpha privative” 

Yet Loofs’s interpretation paved the way for a whole trajectory of later 
interpreters of Leontius. Adolf von Harnack, drawing on Loofs’s reading, 


“1 Por a fuller treatment of Leontius’s theological achievement, see esp. my articles, “The 
Origenism of Leontius of Byzantium,’ JTS 27 (1976), 333-69, and “‘A Richer Union’: Leontius of 
Byzantium and the Relationship of Human and Divine in Christ, Studia Patristica 24 (1993), 
239-65. See also Aloys Grillmeier (with Theresia Hainthaler), Christ in Christian Tradition 11/2 
(London and Louisville: Mowbray/Westminster John Knox, 1995), 181-229, 

42 Leontius von Byzanz und die gleichnamigen Schriftsteller der griechischen Kirche (TU Ul/1-2; 
Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1887). 

“3 Teontius 71; see 65. 

44 T arpued this at length in a still-unpublished paper at the Eighth International Conference 
on Patristic Studies; see Grillmeier, Christ I1/2, 204-8. 
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categorized Leontius as a classic sixth-century “monophysite,’ in the school of 
Severus of Antioch, and even asa distant disciple of Apollinarius.> The Anglican 
theologian H. M. Relton published a book on Christology, in 1917, which based... 
its approach to the personal unity of Christ on Loofs’s interpretation of 
enhypostatos in Leontius, seen now as an anticipation of modern psychology’s | 
insight that it is the person, understood as consciousness and the sense of self, 
that gives substantial, concrete existence to any intellectual nature.*!* In Christ's : 
case, according to Relton, that individualizing, conscious center would be the 
second Person of the Trinity. Inspired, doubtless, also by Loofs, Karl Barth saw in 
the enhypostasia of a human individual nature—a nature that has no hypostatic 
existence in and for itself, but exists “within” the divine Person of the Son of 
God—the very root of the asymmetrical relationship of humanity to the Word 
that is the heart of our salvation.*”” Stefan Otto, in 1968, wanted to recognize in 
the Christology of Leontius, and in that of some of his contemporaries, 
forerunners of a modern, existentialist metaphysic of the person as absolutes 
Fiirsichsein—the person not simply as a single member of a larger universal 
class, but as a unique subject, ontologically in possession of the capabilities and 
characteristics of its nature.*’* Even Abbot Daniel Hombergen, in his more 
recent discussion of the role of the Origenist monks of Palestine in the sixth 
century, is attracted to Loofs’s hypothesis that the Leontius of the six treatises 


edited here is the same author as Leontius of Jerusalem, and that, as an 


“Origenist” of the time, he offers a strongly unitive, Logos-centered interpreta- 
tion of the Chalcedonian formula; Hombergen wants to see the main focus 
of Leontius’s Origenism—which he presumably received through Evagrius’s 
spiritual writings—as ascetical and psychological rather than Christological.‘” 
All of these interpretations, I believe, share in different ways in Loofs’s mistake 
of conflating several sixth-century authors of the same name, and in misreading 
the force of the Greek word évuméararos to suggest, in a way anticipating 
modern personalism, that Jesus’s humanity exists “in” the second person of the 
Trinity and thus is itself, as humanity, anhypostatos: not realized in an 
independently existing human individual. Whatever one may think of such a 


“5 So History of Dogma (trans. E. B, Speirs and J. Millar; London, Edinburgh, and Oxford, 
1898), 4. 236: “There is not even any trace of a theological difference between Severus and 


Leontius;” cf. Outlines of the History of Dogma (trans. E. K. Mitchell; London, 1893),298:“Through ° + 


his doctrine of the enhypostasia of the human nature,he paid, in the form ofa fine Apollinarianism, -. 
full regard to the idea of redemption.” It is hard to imagine how Harnack could explain, from this 
starting-point, Leontius’s extensive, powerful critiques both of Severus’s Christology and of the 
work of Apollinarius. 

“6 Herbert Maurice Relton, A Study in Christology (London, 1917). 

47 See Church Dogmatics 1V/2, trans. G. W. Bromiley (Edinburgh, 1958), 49-50. 

418 Stefan Otto, Person und Subsistenz (Munich, 1968). 

48 Daniel Hombergen, The Second Origenist Controversy (see above, p. 13 and n. 70), 139-40, 
152,176. 
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Christological model, it seems to go well beyond the intentions and concerns of 
Leontius of Byzantium. 

2. My own understanding of Leontius’s thought is that he is, in all his extant 
writings, above all a consistent defender and interpreter of the concepts and 
- terminology of Chalcedon—a “strict Chalcedonian,” in the phrase of Marcel 
Richard and Aloys Grillmeier.“ Much of his effort in the CNE, extended and 
developed in the Epilyseis and crystallized in a more lapidary form in the Thirty 
Chapters, is aimed at clarifying the meaning of the main terminology used to 
speak of Christ in the Chalcedonian definition—substance (ovcia), nature 
- (gvors), individual (s7éoracts), “person” (7pdawrrov),in the sense of persona 
~ or role—as well as the phrases used there to relate these terms to one another: 
- that Christ “subsists in two natures without confusion, without change, with- 
out division, without separation”; that he is “complete in divinity, complete in 
humanity”; that he is “consubstantial with the Father in his divinity, con- 
substantial with us in his humanity.” These classical, familiar phrases all had 
a history by the time of Chalcedon, all had intellectual and emotional impli- 
cations for the parties to the Christological debate. Leontius’s working assump- 
tion seems to be that if their meaning is properly clarified, with the help of the 
Trinitarian model developed by the Cappadocian Fathers and some defini- 
tions borrowed from contemporary Greek philosophy, all people of good judg- 
ment should be able to accept the Chalcedonian formula as the only right way 
to speak about the complex, saving reality of Jesus. 

The analysis of Chalcedon’s language that Leontius offers, especially in these 
first three works, can seem overly technical to a modern reader, but it is 
important to see that his efforts are more than just academic hair-splitting. At 
the end of his treatise against Theodore of Mopsuestia and the Antiochene 
tradition, Leontius insists that “our battle is not about phrases, but about the 
~ realities themselves, and about their union and organic identity with each other, 
which the Fathers thought had come to be in a substantial way ...”! For 
~ Leontius, this is only intellectually conceivable in terms of a real and subsistent 
universal being and an equally real and subsistent individual, both expressed 
in terms of essence or nature and hypostasis—the same paradoxical interplay 
of terms in which the Cappadocian Fathers had categorized the supreme 
“theological” Mystery of God as both one and three. “Nature” or “substance” 
refers to reality as definable, able to be characterized by generic features—being 


_ © See esp. Marcel Richard, “Léonce de Jérusalem et Léonce de Byzance,” MSR 1 (1944), 35-88 
[= Opera Minora III, no. 59]; Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition I1/2, 181-270. 
“1 DTN 42 (PG 86.1380 D). This sentence may be an intentional echo of Plato, Republic I (352 
d5-6): “Our discussion is not about just anything at all, but about the question of the way one must 
live!” 
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as categorized by the mind, graspable by the insight of reason (Adyos); 
“hypostasis” refers to an individually existing thing, which possesses “being by 
itself (ro ka?’ avrod elvat)”—the particular being, marked off by accidental - 
features and denotable by a proper name, yet conceivable only because it also. 
participates in a universal class, because it has an intelligible universal substance.’ 
or nature. Human hypostases are called “persons (7péawrra);’ because of the _ 
particular role they play—the “mask” they wear—in human history, analogous 
to the characters (7pdaw7ra), recognizable by their masks, that were acted out 
in an ancient drama. Natures, to remain what they are, must remain limited to Y 
the same, consistent definitions. Hypostases, by contrast—being unique his: - 
torical instances of timeless universals—can also bring together in their. 
historical existence two or more defined natures; so a human person participates 
at once in the radically different natures or substances, the universal realities, of 
the spiritual soul and the material body. The Mystery of Christ—unique within 
history, and saving in its very uniqueness—is the union within a single concrete 
individual, a single hypostasis with a proper name, of the eternal God and a 
historically limited, fully normal human being. The historical being—the 
hypostasis—of Christ the Lord is the realization of both the eternal Word, the 
Son of God, and the man Jesus, the son of Mary, as two complete and different - 
substances in one historical individual. And it is the “mode of union’ of these — 
two substances—God and man—as Jesus the Son, Leontius ultimately confesses, » 
which constitutes the message of the Gospel.’ 

3. Leontius’s detailed, careful arguments to support the Chalcedonian for- 
mula as the only fully adequate articulation of the Mystery revealed in Christ— 
along with his affirmation of the full, pristine humanity of Christ, and his 
rejection of formulations of the Mystery that truncate or distort it in an overly 
unitive or overly divisive direction—form together a synthesis that, although 
modest and limited in scope, still seems persuasive. Not all the questions raised _ 
by the Chalcedonian formula are answered in his treatises. There is danger, for 
instance, that the sheer balance and formality of the Chalcedonian formula, as 
Leontius presents it eighty years later, may still leave unanswered the question _ 
of who the “one hypostasis,” constituted by the Incarnation, really is. So one of - 
the main tasks of the Second Council of Constantinople, in 553, was to clarify 
that it is indeed God the Word who is born fully human, as the child of Mary, 
and who dies on the cross in his own vulnerable humanity.’ Leontius is hesi- 
tant, it seems, to speak of the synthesis of realities that constitutes Jesus as a 


#2 pil. 8 (PG 1937D-1940B). 
“3 See Anathemas 2, 3, 6, 10 (Alberigo-Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, II. 
114-18). 
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“hypostatic union, and only uses that phrase twice, seemingly in passing; his 
reason may be that it could be taken to suggest, in his context, a union formed 
out of two already-existing hypostases or persons, or simply that, as a phrase 
favored by Cyril of Alexandria in his later letters, it was also dear to critics of 
Chalcedon like Severus of Antioch. But Leontius makes it clear, through his 
analysis of Chalcedonian terms, that the union achieved in the concrete histor- 
_ ical “person” or hypostasis, Christ, is not simply a harmonious conjunction of 
two wholly separate, active beings. It is a “union that involves substance (€vw- 
ows Kar’ ovctav); a union “which has come to exist substantially, not just 
relatively, so that the Logos is, in a complete humanity, what the ‘inner man’ is 
in us (ovaiwdas, GAN ov ayer Kas Yeyovuws, ws elvat ev 77 TeAcia avOpw- 
TOTHTt OrrEp ev uty 6 €aw avOpwros ).”s It is a union that is not just rela- 
tional—as the accidental orientations of one earthly reality to another are 
understood by the philosophers to be—but a union “in actual substance,’ a 
union that really brings two wholly different substances together, yet neverthe- 
less leaves them unchanged in their very union.” 

Leontius struggles here to capture, in philosophically precise terms, what he 
sees to be the Mystery of Christ, relying for help not only on the earlier Greek 
theological tradition, but on Aristotle's Organon, Porphyry’s Eisagogé, and the 
explanations of the fifth- and sixth-century commentators on Aristotle. But 
the implications of the Mystery of Christ are nothing less than cosmic. In the 
“unconfused union” of God and a human individual, God the Son has himself 
become involved in the complex web of ontological relationships that define 
the created order. The union of God and humanity in Christ is not that of a new, 
mixed nature, which combines both and is therefore neither of them; the union 
is rather one that is realized in a concrete, existing, historical individual, who is 
fully God and fully human—who is himself defined, in nature and hypostasis, 
by his relations to other classes of substance and to other humans, respectively, 
and who exists as both Son of God and son of Mary. So, in the man Jesus, 
humanity, “while reaching in its very being the definition of human perfection, 
shared in all the good things which come from the Word; or rather, possessing 
the very fount of good things in the Word, it poured forth from itself all that the 
Word has, by means of the Word.’”* It is the very integrity of both human 
nature and divine nature, existing in unity as one concrete, historical individual, 
that makes salvation for the whole fallen race of historical human individuals 
possible. The balance and metaphysical symmetry of the Chalcedonian portrait 


424 Preface to CNE’s florilegium (p. 176, 1. 25); CA (p. 378, 1. 16). 

“5 CNE7 (p. 166, |. 1; p. 168, L 26). 

6 DTN 42 (p. 442, 1. 13; p. 444, 1.2). 

“7 See CNE 2 (p. 136,1. 15); CNE 3 (p. 144, 1. 2~3); Epil. 4 (p. 282, ll. 26-9). 
8 CA (p. 364, HW. 7-8). 
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of Christ captures for Leontius, it seems, the substantially relational heart of the 
Mystery of salvation: “God with us.” 


IV. THE MANUSCRIPTS 
1. The Principal Manuscripts 


Only one manuscript contains all the works of Leontius edited here. This is 
codex Vaticanus Graecus 2195 (V), a beautiful and well-preserved manuscript 
produced in Constantinople in the second quarter of the tenth century, in which 
Leontius’s writings occupy ff. 1-184. Once the property of Cardinal Giovanni 
Salviati (1490-1553), an influential papal legate during the pontificate of 
Clement VII (1523-34), V found its way, along with forty of Salviati’s other 
Greek manuscripts, into the possession of the Colonna family at some unknown 
date after the Cardinal's death; as Columnensis 34, it was one of the ninety-three 
Colonna manuscripts acquired for the Vatican Library by its new prefect, 
Cardinal Angelo Mai, in July 1821.” Besides the writings of Leontius, V contains 
several other important works of later patristic theology: the Epistula de Duabus 
Naturis by the sixth-century monk Eustathius* (ff. 185-208); Justinian’s Contra 
Monophysitas**" (ff. 208-63); Maximus Confessor’s comments on the Pseudo- 
Dionysius’s Epistle to Gaius, the last of his Ambigua ad Thomam* (ff. 263-70); 
Photius's work De Sancti Spiritus Mystagogia** (ff. 271-317); and finally—in a 
later hand—several of Photius’s letters (ff.317-27). This list of contents suggests 


“29 See Salvatore Lilla: Codices Vaticani Graeci [VIII] (Codd. 2162-2254: Codices Columnenses) 
(Vatican City, 1986), 124-8; for the history of the collection before being acquired by the Vatican 
Library, see ibid. xi-xxiii. I am grateful to Dr Lilla for showing me a typescript of his description of 
Vat. Gr. 2195 while the catalogue was still in progress, during my own visit to the Library in 1974. 

Little else is known about the origin of the Columnenses Graeci, now Vat. Gr. 2162-254. They 
ought not, at any rate, to be confused with the rich collection of Cardinal Ascanio Colonna (1569- 
1608), partly derived from the library of Cardinal Guglielmo Sirleto (1514-85) and acquired, after 
Cardinal Colonna’s death, by Giovan Angelo Altemps (1611), then by Pope Alexander VIII (1689) 
for his private collection, and eventually by Pope Benedict XTV (1675-1758) for the Vatican, 
where they now form part of the Ottoboniani, Not all of Salviati’s manuscripts became part of 
the Columnenses; others bearing his mark IO CAR de SALVIATIS can be found today in Florence, 
in London, and in the Biblioteca Casanatense in Rome. See W. Weinberger, “Beitrige zur 
Handschriftenkunde” II, Sitzb. der phil. -hist. Klasse der kaiserl. Akad. der Wiss. (Wien) 161, 4 
(1909), 49, n. 3; G. Mercati, “Il Plutarco di Bartolommeo da Montepulciano’, Opere Minore IV (= 
ST 79: Rome, 1937), 201 and n.1. 

“° PG 86, 901-41. 

‘Ed. E. Schwartz, Drei dogmatische Schriften Justinians, 5—43; PG 86, 1104~45, Vat, Gr. 2195 is 
the only extant manuscript of this work. 

42 PG 91, 1045-60. “3 PG 102, 280-392. 
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that V was copied some fifty years after the death of Patriarch Photios in 886, 
for a person or group in the imperial capital interested in the mainstream 
tradition of Byzantine orthodoxy. 

An Oxford manuscript, codex Laudianus Graecus 92° (O), contains all of 
Leontius’s works except the AFA.“ Produced, like V, in Constantinople in the 
second quarter of the tenth century, this octavo-size codex bears Archbishop 
Laud’s name, and the acquisition-date 1640; it was one of eleven Greek 
manuscripts sent by the archbishop to the Bodleian Library on 6 November of 
that year, as part of his fourth donation to the library. There is no record of 
where and how Laud had acquired this particular manuscript. Its singed edges, 
however, and slightly charred first page, as well as its new Laudian binding in 
brown calf, suggest that it had had a violent history before it reached the 
archbishop, and that it may be one of the many manuscripts he acquired from 
the collections of German monasteries and Jesuit colleges ravaged by Swedish 
troops during the Thirty Years War.**° 

Five leaves are now missing from O: two folios after f.96 and two more after 
f, 100—which form together the two outside sheets of a single quire—and one 
further folio after f. 156. As a result, the text is defective from the last sentence 
of the Epilyseis to the end of Epap. 8,’ from Epap. 20 to the middle of Epap. 
25,* and for most of chapters 6 to 8 of the DTN.*” Folios 182” and 185" are 
written in a different hand from the rest of the text, although a contemporary 
one: presumably they are replacements for a sheet lost from the quire shortly 
after the book was copied. In addition, two lacunae have been absorbed into O's 
text of the CA, each of some 18-20 lines of writing on O’s scale; presumably 
two leaves were missing from an ancestor here, but the scribe of O was either 
unaware of the omission or hoped to conceal it. 

Besides its five genuine works of Leontius, O also contains, as I have 
mentioned before,*’ a small treatise entitled kepdAaia kata diapopwv 
aipetixa@yv, inserted between the main text of the DTN and its florilegium 
(ff. 175-177"). This work is, in fact, Maximus Confessor’s Opusculum 13, rept 
Trav dvo Tob Xprotod pucewv. In addition, O includes (ff. 210"-227") three 


“4 For a description of the manuscript, see H. O, Coxe, Bodleian Library, Quarto Catalogues I 
(Oxford, repr. 1969), 580-2. 

*5 See R, W. Hunt’ introduction to vol. II of Coxe'’s catalogue (Oxford, repr. 1973), xxiii—xxiv. 

“6 Dr Hunt suggests that the reason so many of the Laudian manuscripts were given to the 
Bodleian in new, uniform bindings may be that their covers had been damaged or torn off in the 
course of acquisition; new bindings would especially be a mark, then, of manuscripts acquired in 
Germany: ibid. ix, xxiii—oxiv. 

7 p,310, 1, 10-p. 316, 1. 22. 48 py, 324, 1, 7-p. 326, |. 26. 

49 418, 1,22-p. 420,112. 40 344,11. 7-21 and p. 350, Il, 15-28. 41 p48 and n.319. 

“2 PG 91, 145-9, This apparently early work of Maximus is a set of ten theses directed against 
“monophysite” Christology. Little else is known about its occasion or place of composition, 
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complete patristic letters after the end of the florilegium of the DTN: Cyril of 
Alexandria's two letters to Succensus“ and Timothy of Berytus’s Epistle to 
Prosdocium, attributed here to Julius of Rome.“ Although these three works— 
classic documents of a strongly unitive Christology, presented here in toto— 
can scarcely have formed part of Leontius’s own dossier, the fact that O includes” 
them without comment before the final colophon** suggests that they had 


been added to O's version of rd Aedvria, and perhaps even substituted for the — 


critical AFA, before the collection reached O's scribe. The tendency of this 
version of the Leontian collection thus seems somewhat less sympathetic to 
Leontius’s two-nature emphasis than is that of V. : 
There is also a copy of O,from the early eighteenth century, in the Bibliotheque : 
Nationale in Paris: cod. Parisinus Suppl. Grec. 163. A note in the margin of £1) 
explains its origin: “Ex cod. Bodleiano. Misit doct. D. Ernest Grabe.’ According 
to H. Omont,“* this manuscript—which also contains a copy of the Excerpta 
Leontina in a different hand (ff. 306-11)—once belonged to the Paris 
Dominicans,’ but it is not known for whom the scholar Johann Ernst Grabe, © 
who lived in Oxford from about 1698 until his death in 1711, originally made 


it. Since this manuscript is not an independent witness to the text, I have not . . 


used it in preparing this edition. 

One other manuscript, now in Genoa, contains the Foreword to the collected 
edition, the CNE, and its florilegium: codex 27 (G) of the Biblioteca della Missione . 
Urbana di San Carlo, now part of the collection of the Biblioteca Franzoniana.“* 
‘This beautiful eleventh-century codex, written in double columns in the — 
so-called “Perlenschrift,” contains an important collection of patristic contro-- 
versial works, some of them otherwise unknown. These include Serapion . 
of Thmuis’s Contra Manichaeos (ff. 1-8); Titus of Bostra’s Contra Manichaeos 


48 Letters 45 and 46: ed. E. Schwartz, ACO I, 1, 6, 151-62; PG 77, 228 C5-245 D4. 
“4 Ed.H. Lietzmann, Apollinarius von Laodicea und seine Schule (Tubingen, 1904), 283-6. O is 


the only source for the full Greek text of this letter; for its attribution to Timothy of Berytus, cf. |: 


Lietzmann, ibid. 156-7. 
45 The colophon shows that 7a Aeévrea were considered to be a comprehensive refutation of |: 


heresy by the time O was copied: reréAcorar abv Oc 4 xara nacdy aipécewy dvatpory Kal 


Gpiap Bos rod paxapiov Acovriov povayod cai peyddov daxytod (£.227'), 
“46 Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliotheque Nationale, II] (Paris, 1898), 226. 
47 The convent of the “Jacobins” in the Rue Saine-Honoré, source of nineteen Greek 

manuscripts now in the Bibliothéque Nationale: cf. Omont, I, xix. 

“8 The contents of Genoa 27 were reported, rather inexactly, by Cardinal J. B. Pitra in his Analecta 
Sacra V (1888), 44-6; the manuscript itself, but (alas) not the contents, is more accurately described | 
by A. Ehrhard, “Zur Catalogisierung der kleineren Bestinde der griechischen Handschriften in °::: 
Italien’, Centralblatt fur Bibliothekswesen 10 (1893), 204-5 (repr. in C. Samberger, Catalogi codicum 
Graecorum qui in minoribus Bibliothecis Italicis asservantur | (Leipzig, 1965), 278-9). 

“#9 Ed. R.P. Casey (= Harvard Theological Studies XV: Cambridge, Mass., 1931); a less adequate © 
text appears in PG 40, 900-24. : 
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(ff. 8-79);* Cyril of Alexandria's Thesaurus (ff. 79-291);*! an extract from 
Athanasius’s Contra Gentes (ff. 291-3); five Greek opuscula of Theodore Abu 
Qurra (ff. 293-7);* four anonymous controversial fragments (ff. 297-301); 
Zachary of Mytilene’s brief response to a Manichean pamphlet (ff. 301-3); a 
selection of polemical extracts from the Patriarch Nicephorus, Photius, Theodore 
Abu Qurra, and Maximus Confessor (ff. 303-28);° and finally Leontius's 
Foreword and CNE (ff. 328-53). G's origin, like that of V and O, is unknown; the 
fact that its quires are marked with Armenian numerals suggests that it may at 
least have been rebound*” in an Armenian monastery, either in Constantinople 
or further east. It belonged to a collection of some 300 Greek manuscripts which 
Filippo Saoli—a Genoese scholar, a diplomat, and later bishop of Brugnato— 
bequeathed to the Hospizio dei Incurabili in Genoa at his death in 1526. 
During the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, Saoli’s collection seems to 
have been well known in Rome; Sirleto apparently borrowed a manuscript of 
Athanasius from it,’ and Francisco Torres, the first translator of Leontius, 
certainly used Genoa 27 fora number of his translations of patristic controversial 
works.’ A few years later Giovanni Santa Maura (d. 1613), a Cypriot copyist at 
the Vatican, also studied Genoa 27 and made a list of its contents.’ By 1746, 
however, only thirty-nine manuscripts were left in Saoli’s collection at the 
Hospizio dei Incurabili; they were bought—to save them from destruction—for 
the library of the Congregation of the Missione Urbana di San Carlo. When the 
building which housed that library was destroyed in World War I, the collection 
was incorporated into the Biblioteca Franzoniana. 


0 PG 18, 1069-1256. 41 PG 75, 9-656. 42 ce, 32-4: PG 25, 64-9. 

“3 Opuscula 26-30: PG 97, 1561-79. 454 ‘These are listed in Pitra, Anal. Sacra V, 67. 

5 This is published in Pitra, Anal. Sacra V, 67-70; the Latin translation of Torres appears in PG 
85, 1143-4. It may originally have been part of a larger anti- Manichean work of Zachary’s, which 
included the anathemas published by Marcel Richard from cod. Vatopedi 236, in the introduction 
to his edition of the works of John of Caesaraea (CCG 1, xxxiii-xxxix). 

“5S The information given by Pitra and Ehrhard is too vague here to allow an exact account of 
G's contents. 

“7 A, Brinkmann, “Die Streitschrift des Serapion von Thmuis gegen die Manichier,’ Sitzb. der 
kénigl. preussischen Akad. der Wiss. (Berlin, 1894), 486-7, established that two of the four double 
leaves in the third quire of G are in the wrong sequence; this is presumably a sign that the 
manuscript had, at some stage, become loose and required rebinding. 

458 Cf, Ehrhard, 192-3 (repr. Samberger, 266-7). 

45 Cf. G, Mercati, Per la storia dei Manoscritti Greci di Genova, di varie Badie Basiliane ditalia, 
e di Patmo (= ST 68: Rome, 1935), 12-13. 

48° These include the works of Serapion of Thmuis and Titus of Bostra mentioned above, the 
little tract of Zachary of Mytilene against the Manicheans, and probably a number of shorter 
extracts contained in G: see H. Canisius, Antiquae Lectionis, Tomus V (Ingolstadt, 1604). Torres 
also used Genoa 27 for his translation of the CNE, even though V was his main source: cf. p. 99 
below. 

461 His list is now Vat. Lat. 10957, ff. 14-16; cf. Mercati, Per Ja storia 18, n.1. 
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G adds four extracts from Cyril of Alexandria to the florilegium of the CNE 
as it appears in V and O, before the closing phrase, yprjoets Tod wpwTov Adyou 
(£. 352”). Two of these texts are from the second letter to Succensus,*” two from 
the Dialogus de Incarnatione Unigeniti.* While it is not impossible that these 
four texts belong to Leontius’s original collection, the wordy and circumstantial © 
titles given them in G—very different from Leontius's other titles—and the 
absence of parallels in the related florilegia** make that most unlikely. I have 
omitted them from this edition. G also adds, immediately after the closing 
phrase mentioned above, a fragment of what purports to be the dialogue 
between Paul of Samosata and the Presbyter Malchion, his official examiner, at 
the Antiochene Synod which condemned Paul in 268.*® This text and the four 
extracts from Cyril may have well been added to Leontius’s florilegium from 
some later, independent collection of Christological texts. 

The Jesuit savant Jacques Sirmond (1559-1651) made a copy of the latter 
part of G—including the text of Leontius—which became part of the library of 
the Collége de Clermont. This copy is now in the Deutsche Staatsbibliothek 
in East Berlin, numbered Berolinensis Phillippicus Graecus 80. Since it is not an 
independent witness, however, I have not referred to it in preparing this edition. 

One Paris manuscript contains the part of Leontius's Foreword related to the 
DTN, followed by the DTN itself and its florilegium: cod. Parisinus Graecus 
1335 (P), ff. 186'-202, This fourteenth-century manuscript contains a large 
collection of theological, historical, and canonical texts, most of them connected 


42 Ep, 2 ad Succensum, 3 (ACO I, 1, 6, 160, Il. 14-24; PG 77, 241 D4-244 A10); ibid. (ACO I, 
1, 6, 160, 1. 25-161, |. 3; PG 77, 244 A13~B3). 

483 Dialogus de Incarnatione Unigeniti: ed. G.M.de Durand, SC 97, 280, 1.21-282,1.3; Pusey 127, . 
1, 18-128, 1. 3; PG 75, 1244 A14—B4; and ibid., de Durand 294, IL 5-8; Pusey 143, 1. 20-145,1.3; . 
PG 75, 1249 D1-4, ; 

464 Although the Second Letter to Succensus was very popular with the compilers of ancient 
florilegia, the only exact parallel which I have been able to find for the first of these extracts from it is 
in the florilegium of Timothy Aelurus’s Letter on Isaiah of Hermoupolis, included by Zacharias 
Rhetor in his Ecclesiastical History IV, 12;this collection, however, seems to have no directconnection * 
with that of the CNE, The second passage has a parallel only in Ephrem of Amida’ tract Ad Dormnum 
et Joannem; the third and fourth have no parallels in florilegia at all, as far as 1 know. 

485 ‘This was published by J. B. Pitra, Anal. Sacra III (Paris, 1883), 600-1, and more recently by 
H, de Riedmatten, Les Actes du proces de Paul de Samosate (Fribourg, 1952), 156-7. 

466 Sirmond’s codex—orginially Claromontanus 175; acquired in the eighteenth century by the 
Dutch bibliophile Johan Meerman (1753-1815), to become Meermannius 153; then bought in 
1824 by Sir Thomas Phillipps (1792-1872), to become Phillippicus 1484; and finally acquired by 
the Prussian government after Phillipps’s death—begins with some patristic Old Testament 


commentaries; ff. 110-190" contain the collection of Genoa 27, from f. 293 (the opuscula of 


Theodore Abu Qurra) onwards. Cf. W. Studemund and L. Cohn Verzeichniss der greichischen 
Handschriften der kéniglichen Bibliothek zu Berlin,1 (Berlin, 1890), 32~3. 
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with medieval Byzantine controversies.” Its patristic section largely concerns 
Christology, and includes Gregory of Nyssa’s Epistle 2,“On Those Going Up to 
Jerusalem” (ff. 92~3);** thirty-eight letters of Basil and Gregory of Nazianzen 
(f£.93-133); Catecheses 12 to 15 of Cyril of Jerusalem—on the person and work 
of Christ (ff. 133-66);*° several small tracts of John Chrysostom (ff. 166-81); 
Proclus of Constantinople’s Tomus ad Armenios (ff. 181-6);* and Cyril of 
Alexandria's celebrated Twelve Anathemas (ff. 202-3),*”! as well as the DTN. A 
preface (ff. 2'-4”) identifies the collector as a certain Joachim, “least of monks,’ 
who dedicates the work to his “brother” (in religion?) George Cainas. There are 
no clues, however, to the identity of either of these men, or to the precise reason 
for which the collection was put together. 

One other codex contains the same collection as P: a paper manuscript now 
in Venice, cod. Marcianus Graecus Z 575, signed by the otherwise unknown 
scribe Nikolaos Phagianes and dated 9 August 1426. This manuscript apparently 
belonged to the Patriarchal library in Constantinople until the early seventeenth 
century, when it was bought by the Venetian Giacomo Gallicio, brought back to 
Venice, and given by him—with twenty other Greek manuscripts—to the 
Venetian republic in the autumn of 1624, in return for the release of a prisoner 
named Bernardino Vespa.“ My own study of the text of the DTN in Marc. Gr. 
575 has shown that it is a direct copy of P,*”* and I have therefore omitted its 
readings, too, from the apparatus of the present edition. 


467 Cf. Omont, Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grec de la Bibliotheque Nationale, U1, 14-16. 
Among many other documents, the collection included, according to its table of contents (ff. 
1°-2"), three texts which apparently formed part of the propaganda of the anti-Palaeologan 
Arsenite party during the Byzantine schism of 1265-1310. Two of these texts have been lost from 
P, but the Testament of the Patriarch Arsenius still appears on ff. 338°-340". (Cf. J. Darrouzés, 
Documents inédits decclésiologie byzantine [= Archives de forient chrétien 10: Paris, 1966], 99, n. 1; 
Darrouzés is therefore mistaken when he says that all the Arsenite material has disappeared from 
the collection.) This suggests that the collection was formed, at the latest, in the early years of the 
fourteenth century. 

468 Ed. G, Pasquali (Berlin, 1928), 11-17 (= GNO VIII/2, 13-19); PG 46, 1009 B1-1016 A3. 

4° Ed. WK. Reischl and J. Rupp (Munich, 1848-60), TI, 2~202. 

0 PG 65, 856-73. 

1 ACOI,1,1, 40,1 22-42, 5; PG 77, 120 B14-121 D8. 

# Cf KN. Sathas, Meoarevixr) BiBdvoPyjn I (Venice, 1873), pxé, n. 3; M. Finazzi, “La 
donazione della raccolta di codici greci di Giacomo Gallicio all Repubblica di Venezia, in 
Miscellanea Marciana di Studi Bessarionei (Medioevo e Umanesimo, 24: Padua, 1976), 103-18. 

473 Marc. Gr. 575 preserves all the distinctive readings of P, right and wrong, and the twenty-nine 
readings peculiar to itself are all further errors, with two exceptions: p. 430, 1.7 émippwyodoyodjpe- 
vos for P, éippwAoyoujsevos, where Marc. Gr. 575’s additional -yo- is written above the word, prob- 
ably, in the same hand, as a correction; and p. 432, 1, 6, where Marc. Gr. 575 does not repeat 7} 
j6vos, as P does. Both of these variations can be seen as straightforward corrections by the scribe 
Phagianes. In addition, at p. 466, Il. 13-14, Marc. Gr. 575 omits the words ¢ortv brdaraoww ... xai7d 
mpdoowrror, a gap of exactly one line in P; this omission can easily be explained by the repetition 
of rpéowzrov in the text. 
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If my observations above*“ about Leontius’ florilegia are correct, all four 
manuscripts would seem to be descended from a version of his works edited 
some time after the beginning of the eighth century, Only this would explain 
the agreement of V, O, and P in including Test. 56-62 of the florilegium of the © 


DTN, which seem to depend on the Doctrina Patrum; and the existence of such 
a hyparchetype would also best explain the apparent displacement of Test. 8... 


and 9 of the CNE in V, O, and G. Any other difference between the original text : “ 
of Leontius’s works and this eighth-century version (which I have labeled (a) in - 
the stemma below, p. 88) is a matter of pure conjecture. 

A comparison of the readings of V, O, and P, however, in the DTN shows quite 
clearly that V and O are descended from a more immediate common ancestor, 
which I have called (8) in the stemma. V and O contain a good number of 
readings which a comparison with P shows to be simply mistakes: a series of 
accusatives in place of datives at p.412,1.21; ov for civ at p.420, 1.3; the repetition 
of kai dvTwes at p. 426, |. 17; €papuolovras for €papydolovres at p. 442, 1. 12; 


dpemrov for éueurrous elvar at p. 444, 1.28; zpomivovras (O: mpomlvovres) 
for mporetvovras at p. 446, 1 15; yrwpilew for yvwpiler at p. 456, — 


1. 21; 6petAovros for dyeiAovri at p. 458, |. 29; re for dé at p. 460, 1. 8; the 
omission of 77 at p. 462, 1. 20; 6oov for dowyv at p. 464, Test. 4,14; 70 forza 
at p. 468, Test 8,1. 11; onuatvwy for onpaiverv at p. 472, Test 13, 1. 7; the 
repetition of Ao.zov at p. 472, Test 14, 1. 13 and the repetition of cup before 
mapaAauPdaverau, ibid., 1.22; the omission of rdv at p. 476, Test 19,1 18; coe for 
cov at p. 480, Test 24, 1. 10; d€iwowr for détdoar at p. 490, Test. 35, | 16; and 
possibly tpoxeywpyxer at p. 498, Test. 41,1. 9. Against the background of these 
common errors, a number of other readings in which VO disagree with P, 
though just possible in themselves, can be rejected as mistaken; these include 
the abbreviation of a phrase in P at p. 426, 1. 6; the omission of part of a scriptural 
quotation at p. 428, 1. 21, and of cov in a scriptural text at p. 430, 1 20; the 
addition of kai @co0d pov—inappropriate in the context—at p. 444, 1. 16; the 
expansion of a scriptural reference at p, 448, |. 11; an awkward change of word- 
order at p. 448, |. 19; zpoojxev for 7poajxov at p. 454, 1. 21; the omission of 7) 
at p. 456, L. 21; radry for ad77 at p. 460, |. 17; the addition of efvas at p. 464, 
Test. 4, L 6; €ovarwyr for the biblical éoydrov at p. 476, Test 17, 1.5; the change | 
of word-order from that in the parallel sources at p. 502, L 14; odyt eva for ov« 
eoty at p. 504, 1. 9; the position of ydp at p. 512, Test. 56, |. 15, and the omission 
of xa, ibid. 1. 16; the addition of ev at p. 514, 1.9; and cavorxetv for karouxed 
at p. 522, Test 62, L 3. The presence of Test. 57 in P alone, with its mistaken 
attribution to Gregory Nazianzen, could also be a sign of confusion in 
(a) between this text of Gregory of Nyssa and another, by the other Gregory, 


474 pp, 54-5 and 65-8. 
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which occupied its place in the Doctrina Patrum;*” realizing that its attribution 
was incorrect, the copyist of (8) may have chosen to omit it altogether rather 
than to attempt a correction. 

P, then, seems clearly to represent a different branch of the manuscript 
tradition from V and O; the small number of errors shared by V and P against 
O,*” or by O and P against V,’”” are all explainable either as coincidences or as 
signs of independent correction by the scribes of O or V. In a number of 
instances, however, P’s variance from VO is better explained as an attempt of 
the scribe to improve on the original text than as a preservation of the correct 
reading; in a few places,*”* for example, P seems to be atticizing, in others,*” 
trying to improve or expand a text that is already perfectly adequate. The effect 
of such changes is generally a rather flattening one.®° 

Of the three other principal manuscripts, V seems to offer the most 
“primitive” unembellished version of what Leontius wrote. On the other hand, 
a number of features of the three florilegia in V can only be explained by the 
assumption that V’s florilegia have been corrected, either against the original 
texts or against other collections. This certainly seems to be the case at 42, Test. 
21,1.4 (yeyevyjo@at for yevécBar); at 57, Test. 54,1.6 (eis robs ovpavods for ev 
Tols ovpavois); at 184, Test. 34, Il. 1 and 2 (two omissions in OP); and at 200, 
Test. 62, 1.5 (sp for 7), where V seems to preserve correct readings even though, 
in some cases, the poorer alternative is supported by other florilegia. This 
hypothesis, too,seems to be the best explanation forV’s reading, pardpuvdpevor, 
at 39, Test. 14, 1. 4: this unusual word makes better sense than OG’s alternative, 
gpoupovpevor, in the context, but the alternative is supported by all the other 
florilegia and was, presumably, in the Leontian hyparchetype (8) as well. 
Unfortunately, the original text of this fragment of Hippolytus is lost. The 
influence of external sources explains, too, the presence of Test. 634 in V’s 
version of the CNE. This little letter of Isidore of Pelusium does not appear in 
the florilegium of OG or in any other ancient florilegium; Severus, however, 
when disputing the accuracy of the two texts in the florilegium of John of 


“8 Seen, 404. 

% énayyeAay for dmayyeAiay at p. 416, l. 15; yonuarioes for xpnuarion at p. 432, 1.31; 
atrav for adrayv at p. 452, |. 22; adr for éauTe at p. 458, 1.14. 

*? The omission of ye at p. 412, L 16; od« for ob6¢ at p. 428, 1.30; ceauror for o€ ato at p.430, 
1. 12; ody for od at p. 432, 1.8. There are a large number of instances in the florilegium of the DTN 
in which V seems to offer a correct reading against a mistaken one in O and P, but, as we shall see 
below, V’s florilegia show strong signs of having been corrected independently, either against the 
originial texts or against other florilegia. 

“8 zwdovjsevou for mimpacKopevor at p. 420, |. 2; mpdrrecv for Spdcecv at p.424, 1.5, 

“9 e.g p.416, 1.30; p.420, 1.23; p.452,1. 11. 

“8° e.g the change in word-order in p. 450, |. 23; yevéo@au for yeyevnobar at p. 452, 1.5; adrod 
for adr@, ibid., | 25. 
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Caesaraea’s Apologia®*'—the parallels to Test. 61 and 63 of the CNE!—cites this 

letter to strengthen his own argument, and the compiler of V may well have 
added it here (in suitably diphysite form: cf. 1. 7) for that reason. Finally, the. 
hypothesis of a correction of V’s florilegia provides the readiest explanation for 


the confusion surrounding Test. 27 of the CNE. This extract from Gregory of ae 


Nyssa appears here, minus its first three lines, in G; in V, it appears ina longer 
form (parallel, even down to its title, to an extract from the same passage in — 
De Sectis 9) after Test. 31, and in O it is omitted completely. Presumably, G offers 
us both the position and the mutilated form in which it appeared in the 
hyparchetype (8). Because the beginning of the extract was obviously missing, ~ 
O's scribe probably thought it best to leave the passage out, and to begin the 
selections from Gregory of Nyssa with Test. 28; V, on the other hand, apparently 
supplemented the defective text in (6) by drawing on De Sectis’s version, which 
he added at the end of the extracts from Gregory of Nyssa (Test. 28-31), without 
bothering to shorten it or to alter the ascription in the title to Leontius’s usual 
TOY AYTOY. That the extract originally began with the incipit of the version 
in V and ended with the explicit of that in G is confirmed by the parallels in the 
Doctrina Patrum and Nicephorus, 

There is strong, if not absolutely conclusive evidence that the two remaining 
principal manuscripts, O and G, share, in addition, a common ancestor not 
shared by V, which we shall call (y). This evidence consists, first of all, in some 
apparent common errors of the text of the CNE: ava tov atrov Adyov for kara 
tov avrov Adyov at p, 146,1.5; caAoterv for dvoudfovor at p. 160, 1.20 (where 
V is supported by the apparently independent witness S); the omission of od at 
p. 164, 1. 5; the omission of éé at p. 168, 1. 10; yaipou for ydpou, ibid. ]. 18; dAAo 
for GAAos at p. 186, 1. 13. Although V’s text of the florilegia seems to have been 
corrected against outside sources, as we have just seen, there are a number of 


cases where OG give an inferior reading which is not supported by parallel 


florilegia, and which may therefore also be common derivations from the 
Leontian tradition: the mistaken title of Test. 24 (p. 202); the truncated end of 
Test. 43 (p. 222); the incorrect reversal of word-order in the title of Test. 76 
(p. 252); the omission of ve and da at p. 254, Test. 77, IL 4-5; cuvéces for 
ouvaivecer at p. 258, Test, 83, |. 7; the omission of zrepi at p. 262, Test. 87, 1. 5. The 
crux of p. 126, 1. 17, where V allows Leontius to call his unidentified enemies 
axpoptAoadgous, while O gives capxopiAocdqous and G campoptAcadgous, 
seems also most easily explained if we take V’s reading as correct,*? O's as a 


“| Contra Impium Grammaticum If, 39 (251, ll. 4-7; tr. 184, ll. 33-4), 
482 Tt may well be a reference to a phrase in Plato, Rep. VI (499 C): rots dxpots eis piAocopiar; 
cp. Lucian, Hermotimus 79: robs dxpovs tv gidocopotyrww. 
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mistaken development from this in (y), and G’s as an attempt to make sense of 
(y)’s reading. And there are other common deviations in OG which seem more 
likely to represent attempted improvements than the original text: the omission 
of dgeotv (which has been added to the scriptural quotation) at p. 142, 1. 9; the 
substitution of present for perfect tense at p. 148, 1. 2; the omission of «at at 
p. 152,1. 25; the omission of a grammatically odd ety at p. 154,1. 14; AoyiZovrat 
for the more colourful ovAAoyifovras at p. 158, 1. 4; €avrod for avrod at p. 224, 
Test. 47,1. 12. While it is true that not all of these variants of OG need be regarded 
as errors derived from a common source, they suggest, when taken together, at 
least the strong possibility that such a source did exist. 

In addition, both O and G show signs of independent attempts to improve on 
Leontius’s text. O, especially, tends to present a streamlined version, simplifying 
some of Leontius’s contorted phrases,“** changing unusual forms and 
constructions to more normal ones,“ introducing elisions,“* and generally 
producing a smoother but less distinctive kind of prose than that found in the 
other manuscripts.“* O shows numerous variations from the other witnesses in 
word-order, many of them without any obvious explanation,” and its text of 
the florilegia also shows some signs of correction against external sources** 
and of attempts to harmonize Leontius'’s testimonia with each other. G, too, 
seems at times to be simplifying or clarifying the text of Leontius,® at times to 
be expanding it,“* making it more emphatic,*” more elegant,“ or more like 


483 e.g. p, 116, 1.13; p. 118, 1.23; p. 134,14 and 1. 8; p. 142,1.17; p. 148, 1.5; p. 164, 1. 4; p. 174, 1. 26 
(where the redundant reAevraiav is omitted); p. 178, 1.2. 

8 e.9.p.164,115 (xaprepdy for xparepdy); p. 174,113 (rapadeéypara for brodetypara); 
p.414,L 3 («dot for xdjz00). O tends to change perfects into presents or aorists: e.g, p. 126, 1.17; 
p. 128, |. 23; p, 148, L 2; p. 260, Test. 84, 1. 7; p. 282, 1, 21,1 26, b 30; p. 430, 1 11. 

45 e.g. p. 174,115; p. 202, Test. 25, 1. 10; p. 204, Test. 25, 1. 6; p. 210, Test. 31, 1. 2; p, 270, 1. 26. 

#6 See the variants at p. 122, 1. 8; p. 154, 1. 19; p. 164, | 14 (xéypyvras); p. 174, 1. 8; p. 270, 1. 17; 
p.418, 1.1; p. 422,17. 

87 e.9. p, 128,17; p. 136, 1. 10; p. 142,117 (perhaps altered to produce a better clausula); p. 144, 
1.2; p. 164, L 26; p. 168, L 13 (perhaps an attempt to clarify the meaning); p. 196, Test. 16, L 6. 

“88 At p. 204, Test 26, Title, where O alone numbers the Epistle correctly; at p. 228, Test. 53, 1. 17 
(Avex); at p. 242, Test. 68, I. 6-7 (arpds mrapadevyjea) and 1. 8 (ouvrebetueba); at p, 250, Test. 73, 
1.6 (Xpierod for Yiod). O's incorrect reading of AABIANON for XABINON in the title of Test. 
41 (p. 218) may be due to the influence of some other florilegium; cp, Eulogius, Or. 3, who has 
AABINON here. 

489 Cf. the ending in O of CNE, Test. 24 (p. 202) and CA, Test. 11 (p. 398); in the florilegium of 
the CA, O tends to standardize the titles of the excerpts, too, along the pattern set in the florilegium 
of the CNE: cf. Test. 11 (p. 396), 13 (p. 398), 15 (p. 400), 17 (ibid.), 22 (p. 404). 

#9 e9.p. 128,111; p. 162,15 (xad ev obs); p. 168, L 6 (repetition of eis). 

*! eg p, 156, Il 6-7,1.10; p.164,1 12 (adding a biblical phrase); p. 174, 1. 25; p. 252, Test. 75, L 3. 

 eg.p. 146,13. 

3 e.g. p, 152, 1. 3. Cf also the parallel created in G at p. 158, 15, by changing @vduacev to 
avépaxey, and that at p. 186, Scholion Leontii, 1. 13, by changing rov adrdv to ravrOv. darépwy 
for dorpev at p. 172, 1.13 may be a deliberate attempt to use the more poetic word, 
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Attic Greek.* And there is evidence that G, like its fellows, has corrected the: 
florilegium of the CNE by means of other sources. 

We can, therefore, with some confidence express the relationships between 
the main manuscripts by the accompanying stemma. 


manuscripts century. 
L 
vi 
vii 
(a) 
viii 
(8) 


xiv 


Marc. Gr. 575 


Berol. 
Phil. 80 


Par. Suppl. Gr. 163 xviii 


44 e@.9 p, 130, 1.24 (€0éAe7e); p. 168, 1. 1 (da for Tapa to express agency); p. 178, 1.29 (mretocve 
for metoai); p. 238, Test. 64, 1.23 (ei rod Yiod for éwi Vig). 

5 At p, 182, Test 4, 13, where G alone supplies dpvjoacHan; at p. 190, Test. 11,1. 12, where GS _- 
addition, pice:,is supported by some manuscripts of the original; at p. 192, Test. 12,1.3 (eipydLero); 
at p. 204, Test. 26, | 12, where G omits a 74 with the original; at p.236, Test. 63,111 (adrds for adrs); 
at p. 240, Test. 67, |. 12 (7 for 76); at p. 244, Test. 69, ll. 9-10, where G twice agrees with the original 
against VO; and at p. 260, Test. 84,1.5 (aparérpapGai). 
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2. Fragmentary Witnesses 


(a) The Excerpta Leontina: A group of seven manuscripts (here collectively 
labeled A) contains, under the title dao 7Hv Acovriwy, the collection of nine- 
teen short fragments—seventeen of them identifiable in our text of Leontius’s 
works—which I have called the “Excerpta Leontina”. The oldest of these is cod. 
Palatinus Graecus 281 (h), formerly in the Vatican and now in Heidelberg; this 
is signed by a scribe called Nikolaos and dated 14 January 1040.** According to 
the same colophon, the book “was collected from many works (ovnpadtwr) 
by Romanos of Seleucia, a secretis [an imperial bureaucrat] and judge’; it con- 
tains five short works attributed (wrongly) to Psellos,excerpts from Philoponus’s 
commentary on the De Anima of Aristotle, the Excerpta Leontina, the begin- 
ning of Question 38 of Photius’s Quaestiones ad Amphilochium,*” ten Greek 
theological opuscula of Theodore Abu Qurra, and a summary of some technical 
works on music—all texts likely to have interested a Byzantine intellectual in 
the early Middle Ages. On the face of it, the colophon seems to say that the sec- 
retary Romanos was responsible for assembling the entire collection, though of 
course it is possible that he, too, was drawing on earlier florilegia. Whatever the 
origin of his collection, it is taken over wholly or in part by the other manu- 
scripts of family A, all which depend on (h) either directly or through lost inter- 
mediate copies. These manuscripts are as follows: 


l. Escorial 15 (R. 1. 15), ff. 164'-165" (e). Written in a different hand from the 
rest of this eleventh-century manuscript, but in one which also dates from 
shortly after 1050,** these two tightly packed leaves contain the Excerpta 
Leontina, the extract from Photius, and five of the opuscula of Theodore 
Abu Qurra, all from the collection of Romanos of Seleucia. 

2. Vienna, cod. Philosophicus Graecus 174, ff. 121-124" (w). Copied in a 
scholarly hand of the second half of the thirteenth century, this manuscript 
apparently contains all of Romanos’ collection except the section on 
music, as well as a number of logical and mathematical works.*” 

3. Vatican, cod. Palatinus Graecus 262, ff. 194-202" (p). This manuscript 
dates from the second half of the fifteenth century and includes, from 


“6 For a description of this manuscript, cf. H. Stevenson, Codices Manuscripti Palatini Graeci 
(Rome, 1885), 157-8. 

“” PG 101,264 D4-269 C9, 

48 PA. Revilla, Catdlogo de los cédices griegos de la biblioteca de el Escorial, I (Madrid, 1936), 49, 
agrees that the main body of Escorial 15 is in an eleventh-century hand, but sees ff. 164", ]. 27-165” 
as “de una mano posterior: For the contents of ff. 164°-165”, cf. Revilla, 63-4. 

“° Cf.H. Hunger, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der ésterreichischen Nationalbibliothek, 
I (Vienna, 1961), 280-1. Prof. Hunger dates this manuscript to the first half of the fourteenth 
century. 
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We can, then, make the accompanying stemma for the manuscripts of ~ 
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Romanuss collection, the works of Ps.-Psellos, the excerpts from 
Philoponus, the Excerpta Leontina, and the beginning of the excerpt 
from Photius.” It appears to be descended from w. 

Escorial 252 (Y. I. 13), ff. 159-62 (m),°*! and 

Vatican, cod, Reginensis Graecus 108, ff. 21'~24' (r),°? are both copied in 
the same sixteenth-century hand. They contain all of Romanos’s. 
collection except the works of Ps.-Psellos, and are probably removed 
from (h) by at least one intermediate ancestor (¢), now lost. 

Paris, cod. Supplément Grec 163, ff. 306-11 (d). At the end of Grabe's 
copy of O, another eighteenth-century hand has added one of the little 
treatises of Theodore Abu Qurra and the Excerpta Leontina from | 
Romanos’s collection, with the mysterious marginal note that they are 
derived from “Til. cod. d. 591”5" I have called this ancestor of the textin 
Suppl. Gr. 163 (t). 


group A. 


manuscripts century 


(t) {) 


500 Cf Stevenson, Codices Manuscripti Palatini Graeci, 144. 

501 Cf,G.de Andrés, Catdlogo de los cédices griegos de la real biblioteca de el Escorial, 11 (Madrid, 
1965), 96-7. : 

52 Cf. H. Stevenson, Codices Manuscripti Graeci Reginae Suecorum et Pii PP. If (Rome, 1888), .: 
77-8; Stevenson erroneously dates this manuscript to the fifteenth century. 

*3 ff, 305 and 306, margin. 
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Of the nineteen fragments included in the Excerpta Leontina—some of 
them only a few lines long—the last two, as I have mentioned above,™ are 
paraphrases of passages in Ammonius Hermeiou’s commentary on Porphyry’s 
Isagoge. The other seventeen are all taken from Leontius’s works: thirteen 
from the CNE, four from the DTN. Although they include some celebrated 
passages, which would probably appear in any anthology of Leontius, they 
tend to be mainly of an anti-Nestorian color; in some places*”® a vaguer pro- 
noun has been changed to Neordptos or Nearopavoi to make the polemical 
reference unmistakeable. Each excerpt is usually introduced with 67, and 
the text of Leontius is often treated with a good deal of freedom—so much so 
that it is impossible to discern any clear relationship between group A and 
any one of the main Leontius manuscripts. Except for no. 15, their sequence 
corresponds to that of Leontius’s text. 

‘The contents of the Excerpta Leontina are as follows: 


. p. 132,1 19-p. 134, 1.20 (od radrov ... dudpopos). 

. p. 138, 0. 10-11 (derrov ... Pewpetabar). 

. p. 140, 1. 12—p. 142, 1.3 (ei nev ody ... ccdparos). 

, p. 164, ll. 16-19 (appyros ... Sve). 

. p. 166, Ll. 1-23 (ot ray Evwow ... €ori). 

. p. 168, ll. 1-9 (eSer... Yidv). 

7, p. 168, Il. 10-12 (uids ... yevouevys). 
8, p. 168, ll. 20-1 (ris dé... dA Pera). 
9. p.170, ll. 3-25 (rap be... ovata). 

10. p.172, ll. 19-22 (kai kabddov ... dpdoecer). 

11, p.176, lL. 11-13 (76 xara ... végos). 

12. p.178, 11. 2-5 (doers ... deEatueba). 

13, p.178, ll. 16-18 (odKodv ... dvOéory KEV), 

14, p. 442,11 3-4 (kat ri be? ... pUcewr). 

15. p. 440, ll. 9-10 (rotadra ... Xpiorod). 

16. p.442,1. 13-p. 444,13 (6 rpdzros ... evwarr). 

17, p.444,1L 10-14 (éwedHrep ... eiodyere). 

18. Ammonius Hermeiou, In Porphyrii Isagogen (ed. A. Busse, Commentaria 
in Aristotelem Graeca IV, 3 (Berlin, 1891)),32,1.2-33,L 16; cf. Fragmentum 
Incertum 1, p. 224. 

19.. ibid. 21, Il. 8-9; cf. Fragmentum Incertum 2, p. 224. 


DRow & bom 


(b) Another witness to two short passages of Leontius is cod. Parisinus 
Supplément Grec 8, f.312” (S). This twelfth-century manuscript chiefly contains 


5 above, pp. 53~4. 55 p.581,1. 1,1 10; p. 583,113. 
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works of the Ps-Dionysius and John Damascene. After Damascene’s De Duabus 
in Christo Voluntatibus,° however, it includes a brief text entitled “An Answer 
(ézriAvors) against Those Who Say, ‘If <Man> is Two Natures, One Must Say. 
That <Christ> Will be Three Natures and as Many Energies, as Severus Said” 
The passage begins with a short historical note on Severus and Julian of 
Halicarnassus, then quotes—without identification—two neighboring passages - 
in question 6 of the CNE: p. 158, Il. 11-13 (dvo ... pdors) and p. 160, 1. 7—p. 162, 
1.9 (wépy ... €oyev). A colophon at the end of the second excerpt (f. 312"). 
identifies the whole passage as the end of Damascene’s BiBAos Idvdexros; | 
Lequien®™ and Loofs* have accepted this and assign the passage, including its" 
unacknowledged quotations from Leontius, to Damascene’s lost work. : 

(c) One other manuscript, cod. Atheniensis 1431, ff. 34°-35' (T),°° in the 
National Library of Greece, offers a heavily interpolated version of a passage in » 
section 8 of the Epilyseis: p. 302, 1. 1-p.304,1.3. This twelfth-century manuscript 
contains the text of the De Sectis and includes the passage from Leontius, 
without identification, at the end of Actio 9 of that work. This is followed by — 
further reflections and syllogisms on the union of natures in Christ, before De 
Sectis, Actio 10 begins. I have included the readings of T in the appropriate 
place in the apparatus for the sake of completeness, even though they are often 
distant from Leontius’s text. 


3. Secondary Witnesses 


Passages from Leontius’s works are quoted by a handful of later writers, and. 
their witness, too, offers some limited help towards establishing the text. These » 
secondary soutces are as follows: 7 

(a) The Doctrina Patrum. In addition to five extracts from the De Sectis said 
to be é« trav axoAiwv Acovriou, the Doctrina presents a short passage from: 
the section on ézrivora in Epil 7 (p. 288, |. 26-p. 290, L 10; = Doctr. Patr. 28, . 
I: 198, 1. 24-199, 1. 12), and the whole text—in rather altered form®!°—of the. 
Epaporémata (= Doctr. Patr. 24, II: 155, 1. 11-164, 1. 3). Since the latter work - 


506 PG 95, 128-85. 7 PG 95, 225 A1-228 C3. °08 Leontius von Byzanz, 123. 

509 This manuscript is listed as a Nomocanon by J. and A. I. Sakelliou, KardAoyos rap 
Xetpoypapay ris €Ovixys PiBALoPH«ns THs EAAGSos (Athens, 1892), 256-7. 1am very grateful» 
to Miss Maryse Waegeman, of the University of Ghent, for calling my attention to this excerpt and 
sending me a transcription of it. 


*° Mai’s edition of the Epaporémata, reproduced in Migne, is based on the Vatican manuscript 


(A) of the Doctrina, the celebrated Vat. Gr. 2200; since chap. 9 is missing from the manuscript, Mai, 
supplied it from John Damascene, Ctr. Jac. 63 (PG 94, 1468 C12~D2). The other two Doctrina’ -: 
manuscripts which contain the Epaporémata—Bodl. Misc. Gr. 184 (C) and Par. gr. 1144 (D)— : 
include chap. 9, but give it and chap. 10 in reverse order. These two manuscripts, which appear to. 
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appears complete in the Doctrina, I have simply cited the three relevant 
manuscripts of the collection along with those of Leontius in the apparatus of 
the Epaporémata. 

(b) John of Damascus. Aside from the one reference to Aedv tos 6 Bulavrios 
we have mentioned before,*" John Damascene never alludes to Leontius by 
name. The Damascene’s Christology, however, shows a considerable similarity 
to that of Leontius, and Loofs argued at some length that John drew ideas and 
even expressions directly from Leontius’s works.*” Most of the “besonders 
auffallige Parallele” Loofs cites*"* are, as hidden quotations, somewhat debatable. 
The only direct quotation of Leontius by John Damascene seems to be his 
citation, at Tny7 Fvwmoews I, 65 (ed. B. Kotter, PTS 7, 135.84-97; PG 94, 660 
B4-C6), of the same passage from the Epilyseis (p. 288, |. 26—-p. 290, 1. 10) which 
appears in the Doctrina. Here again, the Damascene gives no hint of his source. 

In addition, a number of passages in John Damascene’s anti-monophysite 
work, the Contra Jacobitas, seem to be paraphrasing passages in Leontius. These 
include a loose parallel to the text from the Epilyseis I have just mentioned, at 
Ctr. Jac.29 (ed. B. Kotter, PTS 22, 120.2-9; PG 94, 1452 Al-11);a parallel to Epil. 
7 (p. 294, ll. 16-18) at Ctr. Jac. 47 (ed. Kotter, 124; 1457 B2-5); a parallel to a 
sentence from Epap. 6 at Ctr. Jac. 61 (ed, Kotter, 131; 1468 C5~6); a distant 
parallel to Epap. 9 at Ctr, Jac. 63 (ed. Kotter, 131; 1468 C14—D2); a parallel to 
Epap. 15 at Ctr. Jac. 67 (ed. Kotter, 132; 1469 A7-B4); a possible parallel to Epap. 
18 at Ctr, Jac. 68 (ed. Kotter, 132; 1469 C9-11); a close parallel to part of Epap. 
27 at Ctr. Jac. 58 (ed. Kotter, 130; 1468 A7—10); and another close parallel, to 
Epap. 29, at Ctr. Jac. 77 (ed. Kotter, 134; 1473 A1-B5). Except for the second 
parallel to Epil. 7 (p. 294, Il. 16-18), all of these similarities need prove no more 
than that the Damascene was acquainted with the Doctrina Patrum.>™ 

(c) The Patriarch Nicephorus. As I have already pointed out,** Nicephorus 
seems to be one of the few patristic compilers whose florilegia depend directly 
on those of Leontius. In addition, the Patriarch quotes Leontius himself 
(CNE 3; p. 142, 12,1. 7-19) once in the florilegium to his Antirrhetica IT (ed. J.B. 
Pitra, Spic. Sol. I, 348, Il. 12-17). 

(d) Euthymius Zigabenus. The twelfth-century theological compiler, 
Euthymius Zigabenus, includes Epap. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 11, 12, 14, 18, 19, 20, 24, 26, 
and 27 in the florilegium attached to Titulus 16 of his Panoplia Dogmatica (PG 
130, 1068 B7-1073 B12). The text Euthymius gives for these passages is closest 


be closely related (cf. Diekamp, xxxvi-xxxviii), also place the Epap. in section 30 of the florilegium 
rather than section 24. Manuscript B (Vatopedi 507), which tends to abbreviate, omits the work 
altogether. 


5! p.16 and n, 90. 52 Leontius von Byzanz, 122-5. 53 Leontius von Byzanz, 122. 
*4 On Damascene’s use of the Doctrina, cf. esp. Diekamp, lxvii-lxix. 
5 Cf p.57. 
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to that of manuscript C of the Doctrina Patrum;>* as Loofs pointed out,*”” there 
is no reason to think that Euthymius had first-hand knowledge of the Aedvrta, :- 

(e) Nicetas Choniates. As I have mentioned above,°!8 Nicetas Choniates also. : 
includes these chapters of the Epaporémata in his revised edition of Euthymius’s 
handbook, and adds chapter 13. The text he gives of that short chapter—as 


represented by one good thirteenth-century manuscript of his work, Thomas 
Roe 22—seems not to depend on the Doctrina, as Euthymius apparently does, 


but it is obviously too brief to allow any conclusions to be drawn. 


V. THE SCHOLIA 


Manuscripts V, O, and G all contain marginal scholia, some of them of consider... 
able importance and interest. Except for comments of a purely exclamatory kind, 
or indications of divisions in the text, I have included all of them in a separate 
section of the apparatus, and have added some simple marginal diagrams found 
in these manuscripts as Appendices I and II.>° The following is a list of these 
scholia, according to different hands which seem to have written them. 


(a) In manuscript V: 

=; These are marginal comments added by a scribe contemporary with the 
scribe of the text, probably the same one who copied the works of Eustathius 
and Justinian that immediately follow (ff. 185-263). Written in brown ink, 
usually in small uncial letters, they are by far the largest group of scholia in V, 
and generally explain difficult passages or obscure references in the text. The 
kind of information they occasionally offer (e.g. identifying the Abba Nonnus*”* 
or a text from Evagrius*') and the terminology they use (e.g. referring to the 


“monophysites” as AxépaAou)™ suggest that some of them, at least, are from 


the sixth century, perhaps even contemporary with Leontius himself. They 
appear at the following places: p. 128, 1. 5; p. 134, Il. 3-5 and Il. 11-13; p. 136, 
IL 3-4,1.4 and L 25; p. 138, 1.1 and Il. 10-12; p. 138, 1.17 and Hl. 22-3; p. 144, 1. 23, 


o16 Cf, the variants at p. 322, 1. 9; p. 326, 1. 11; p. 328, IL. 24-5; and especially two places where 
Euthymius observes deletions marked in C: 98, 1, 13 and 104, ll. 14-15, Cf. Diekamp, lxxv—lxxvi. 

57 Leontius von Byzanz, 125. 318 p54, 

59 pp. 75-6. The diagram given as Appendix II (from O, f. 48") resembles a diagram contained 
in two thirteenth-century manuscripts of the commentaries of Ammonius Hermeiou and John 
Philoponus on Aristotle’s Categories, in each case illustrative of Cat. 1a20. (Cf. A. Busse, 
Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca LV, 4 (Berlin, 1895), 25, for the diagram in Ammonius; ibid. 
XH, 1 (Berlin, 1898), 28, for the same diagram in Philoponus.) Considering the similarity of 
Leontius to these two Alexandrian contemporaries in other respects, it is possible that these 
diagrams may go back to the authors themselves, 

520 p. 128, ad 1.5. 521», 142, ad Il. 22-3. 522, 562, ad ll. 12-14. 
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1,24, 1.25, and 1. 26; p. 146, 1. 1; p. 148, 1.1 and IL. 1-2; p. 154, Il. 5-9, I. 16-17, and 
il. 17-20 (App. 1); p. 154, Il. 10-11; p.258, Test. 84, 1. 4; p. 300, Il. 1-2 and Il. 13-20; 
p. 302, Il. 1-3; p. 306, Il. 3-6. 

+: Another small hand, also contemporary with the scribe of the text, has 
added a few comments explaining difficult words in the opening pages of the 
CNE. These appear at: p. 116,11 and 1. 5; p. 118, L. 7, 1. 9, 1. 25 and 1. 27; p. 138, 
Il. 17-19, 

©°: A later hand has made a few marginal corrections of the text, in a rough, 
black scrawl. These include a proposed change of the word-order at p. 136, 
Il. 14-15, S€€ae7’ for d€€ocr’ at p. 138, 1.21, and the substitution of érepov ... 
érepov for €repos ... €repos at p. 218, Test. 40, ll. 3~4. 

2; A fourth hand, which I have identified as that of Francisco Torres, 
Leontius’s first translator, had made a number of textual corrections and 
conjectures in the margin of V. These include the change of dAW od to GAAov at 
p. 274,121, the suggestion of e¢ for 7 at p. 292, 1. 30, the suggestion of yepotv for 
yepotv at p. 412, 1. 5, the proposal of ytAraor for jsupidor at p. 422, 1. 15, the 
correction of €Aevbepodvros to éAcudepotvet at p. 434, |. 19, the suggestion of 
aevdovros for omevdovre at p. 434, |. 28, the substitution of 7@ for 76 at 
p. 436, L 18, and probably the suggestion of «pices for picers at p. 468, 
Test. 7, 1.2. 

”: Finally, a third tenth-century hand has added the explanation of the 
unusual word duapevdrwy at p. 436, L 21. 


(b) In manuscript O: 

2': A tenth-century hand, probably that of the main scribe of the manuscript, 
has added most of the marginalia in O; most of them are either indications of 
subject or exclamations of approval, and I have not included them in the 
apparatus. I have included, however, the diagrams on p. 266 (App. I) and p. 267 
(App. II), and the explanation of 7}zeda7cp at p. 416,118. 

2*; A twelfth-century scholarly hand has added a comment—now partially 
obliterated by the singeing of the margins—at p. 300, II. 15-16. 

2°: At the end of Maximus Confessor’s tract wept rHv d00 Tob Xpiorot 
gwtvoewr, which O includes, as a work of Leontius, between the DTN and its 
florilegium (ff. 175'-177°), a third hand, possibly of the thirteenth century, has 
added part of 2 Macc. 6.13~14 in the bottom margin. This has no apparent 
connection with the text on the page. 

2'*: Twice a later hand has written a phrase in a bottom margin which appears 
to be: 7 evTipoTrarw evyeveatarw (p. 356; p. 408). These may both be the 


523 3/3 proposes to read: eiAjpapyev 7d Tapdderypa, GAAa mpds SjAwow Tod adTH TH 
oboig.... 
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work of the same writer, or the second may be an attempted imitation of the 
first. They appear to be pen-trials. 


(c) In manuscript G: Apart from one marginal note, which may be copied from 
V, in Torres'’s hand (p. 142, ll. 22-3), all the scholia in G are in the same difficult... 
scholarly hand of the eleventh or twelfth century. Most of them are explanatory 
comments on Leontius’s argument, rather than simply verbal elucidations... 


They appear at p. 144, IL. 23-6; p. 146, Il. 1-2, Il. 14-16; p. 148, I 7-8, 1.17; p. 148, 


1. 20-p. 150, 1. 2; p. 150, Il. 5~7, 1.9; p. 154, Il. 15- 17 (Ape Ds pls Aspe) 
IL. 12-14; and p. 258, Test. 84, 1. 14. 


VI. EARLIER EDITIONS 


‘There is no complete modern edition of the Greek text of Leontius. The only 
edition which does exist, presently accessible in the collection of Migne (PG 86, 
1268-1396, 1901-76, and 2004-9), was made by Cardinal Angelo Mai. Prefect 
of the Vatican Library from 1819 until 1833, Mai had rediscovered the Greek -. 
text of Leontius—until then only known to the scholarly world through the 
published sixteenth-century Latin translation of Francisco Torres (Turrianus)— ~ 
in two of the Colonna manuscripts, newly acquired by the Vatican: Vat. Gr 
2195—our codex V-—and Vat. Gr. 2200, codex A of the Doctrina Patrum, which 
contains Leontius’s Epaporémata. Apparently much excited by his discovery, 
Mai began publishing the Aedvr:a: first, in 1832, the thirty-six extracts from © 
Theodore of Mopsuestia in V’s text of the DTN, along with Leontius’s 
introductory and concluding comments;* then, in 1833, the Epaporémata (in: 
the Doctrina-version), along with other excerpts from Vat. Gr. 2200;5% and. 


finally the rest of Leontius’s works, from V, eleven years later.*” But Mai omitted s E 


all of Leontius's florilegia from his editions, except for those texts which had 
never been published before; he confused both the order and the titles of the 


#4 Mai’s estimate of Leontius as “in theologica scientia aevo suo facile princeps” (Spicilegium 


Romanum X} (Rome, 1844), v), has often been used as a lemma for beginning a critical discussion of Le 


Leontius’s works. Mai considered the Greek text of Leontius to be “elegans oppido et purus” (ibid. 
vi)—an opinion that might not be shared by all of Leontius’s struggling readers—and observed, 
perhaps more justifiably, that the publication of the works in their original language would increase. » 
the accessible resources of theological Greek “non mediocri locutionum atque idiotismorum: - 
numero” (ibid., Pt. 2, 151,n.).As a result, Mai confessed, he gave himself to editing the bulk of the text 
of Leontius for the 1844 edition, “non sine meo labore nisuque per aestivos Romani caeli calores” 
(ibid.), Perhaps we may attribute the deficiencies of his text to the heat of that Roman summer. 

55 Scriptorum Veterum Nova Collectio, V1 (Rome, 1832), 299-312 (= p. 448, |. 13-p. 494, 1 2). 

26 Scriptorum Veterum Nova Collectio, VII (Rome, 1833), 40b-45b. 

27 Spic. Rom. X’, 1-151. 
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works,” and his text is marred by errors and by omissions of sometimes a line 


~~ or more of the manuscript's text—defects which were only amplified when his 


edition was later reprinted in the Patrologia Graeca. I have not included the 
variants of Mai’s edition in the present apparatus unless it is clear that he was 
offering them intentionally as emendations. 

The only other published text of Leontius until now, aside from occasional 


extracts from the florilegia,*” has been Torres’s Latin translation. This was first 


published in Heinrich Canisius’s Antiquae Lectiones, Tomus IV, 1 (Ingolstadt, 
. 1603).5°° Born in Spain about 1509, Francisco Torres came to Rome in 1540— 
after finishing his studies at the University of Alcala—and became a member of 
the household of Cardinal Giovanni Salviati, where he stayed until Salviati’s 
_ death in 1553. At some time during those years Torres was ordained a priest, 
but he seems to have devoted himself primarily to scholarship, and published 
“his first theological work in 1549. Torres soon became part of the learned 
‘Roman world at the center of the Counter Reformation, and won the friendship 
of two distinguished humanists and future cardinals: Girolamo Seripando, the 
_— general of the Augustinians, and Guglielmo Sirleto, later librarian of the Vatican 
(1572-85), After Salviati’s death in 1553, Torres lectured on the Scriptures at 
the Sapienza for a year (1555), was appointed by Pope Paul IV to his reform 
commission, along with Sirleto, in 1556, and joined the household of Seripando 
» (now cardinal archbishop of Salerno) in 1561. He was present at the Council of 
. Trent as papal theologian from 1561 to 1563. A first-rate Hellenist himself, 


8 Cf. above, p.28,n. 155. 

° The Greek text of the three fragments of Paul of Samosata in the florilegium of the DIN 
(Test. 43-5: pp. 504-6), for instance, were first published by J. W. Feuerlein in his Dissertatia de 
haeresi Pauli Samosateni (Gottingen, 1741), 10-11, from a copy of the passages in P (ibid. 8). J. G. 
Ehrlich, in another Dissertatio de erroribus Pauli Samosateni (Leipzig, 1745), 22-4, first published 
Leontius’s excerpts from the synodal letter condeming Paul (DTN, Test. 47-54: pp. 508-12), 
apparently basing his text on his copy of O. And the Oxford scholar M. J. Routh, who seems not to 
have known of Ehriich’s work, republished all the fragments concerning Paul from O some 
seventy years later, and added Test. 55 (p. 512) as well (Reliquiae Sacrae lL, 1 (Oxford, 1814), 475-6, 
“: 484-6, 496-7, 510-15). H. B. Swete apparently used (and freely emended) Mai’s edition of the 

' fragments of Theodore in the DTN, when he published the fragments of Theodore’s dogmatic 
works as an appendix to his edition of Theodore’s Pauline commentaries (Theodori Episcopi 
Mopsuesteni in Epistolas B. Pauli Commentarii, 11 (Cambridge, 1888), Appendix A, pp. 289-322). 
And Hans Lietzmann made full use of the AFA—as well as of the epistle of Ps.-Julius contained in 
O—in publishing the fragmenits of Apollinarius (Apollinarius von Laodicea, esp. 103-8). For other 
published versions of individual extracts in Leontius’s florilegia, see the apparatus. 

8° ‘This translation was reprinted by Margarin de la Bigne in the Bibliothecae veterum Patrum 
et auctorum ecclesiasticorum, Tomus II (Paris, 1610; Cologne, 1618), and again by Andreas 
- Gallandius in the Bibliotheca veterum Patrum antiquiorumque scriptorum ecclesiasticorum 
- (Venice, 1788). An enlarged edition of Canisius’s whole collection, including Torres’s Leontius, 
was published at Antwerp, beginning in 1725, by Jacques Basnage, with the title Thesaurus 
Monumentorum Ecclesiasticorum et Historicorum. This seems to have been the most accessible 
edition of Torres'’s translation until Migne republished it, along with Mai’s edition of the Greek 
text. For page references, cf. pp. 98-9, nn. 535-7. 


98 Introduction 


Torres was always keenly interested in Greek patristic literature, and devoted a 
great deal of his considerable energy to finding and studying original patristic 
texts.>*! His letters, for instance, show him in southern Italy in 1559 and 1561, 
hunting for manuscripts in Greek monasteries there, and his edition—the first. 
complete one—of the Apostolic Constitutions was published in Vienna in 1563, 
In 1567, at the age of almost 60, Torres entered the Society of Jesus, bringing 
with him a redoubtable library of books and manuscripts, which now became: 
the property of the Roman College.*” He continued his research and publishing, | 
as a Jesuit, until his death in 1584.5 
One of Torres’s main patristic interests seems to have been the éirefut a 
translation into Latin of Greek polemical works of every kind—first of all, 
presumably, as models for himself and his associates in composing their own 
tracts against contemporary heresy and schism. The whole corpus of these 
translations was referred to by later writers—and perhaps by Torres himself— 


as his Hoplotheca or “armory,’™* and may have been conceived originally asa 


single, wide-ranging project to recover early controversial theology. Although © 

the works of some twenty-five authors were eventually published in Torres’s 
translation, none of them appeared in print until well after his death. Most of 
them, including his translation of Leontius, were first printed in the last three 
volumes of Heinrich Canisius’s Antiquae Lectiones,in 1603-4. In the dedicatory 
epistle to volume IV of his collection, Canisius thanks the Jesuit librarian 
Possevino for giving him, in Venice, Torres’s translation of Leontius’s works, . 


1 H. Hopfl writes, “Das Aufsuchen griechischer Vaterhandschriften hatte Franc. Torres 
(Turrianus) zu seiner Lebensaufgabe gemacht ...” (Beitrdége zur Geschichte der Sixto- 
Klementinischen Vulgata [= Biblische Studien, 18, 1-3: Freiburg, 1913]. 52,n.2). : 

52 This is first attested by Antonio Possevino, librarian of the Society of Jesus and secretary to. : 


Fr General Everard Mercurian, at the end of his Apparatus Sacer ILE (Venice, 1606): Appendix,. °°: 


p. 29. For a study of some of these manuscripts formerly belonging to Torres, cf. O. Kresteni, 
“Zu griechischen Handschriften des Francisco Torres, $.f..” Rémische historische Mitteilungen 
12 (1970), 179-96, a 
58 For the data of Torres’s life, cf. esp. C. Gutierrez, Espafioles en Trento (Valladolid, 1951),. .: 
446-73; for his publications, cf. C. Sommervogel, Bibliothéque de la Compagnie de Jésus VUIT.- 
(Brussels and Paris, 1898), 113-26. ; 
54 Gabriel Vazquez, SJ (1549-1604), for instance, refers to two passages in the Contra Acephalos. : 
of John Maxentius, “quem noster Franciscus Turrianus latinum fecit in sua Hoplotheca, nondum 
edita” (Comm. In Tertiam Partem S. Thomae I, 16, 4, no. 24 (Alcala, 1609), 211). Giovanni Battista 
Bandini di Castello (1551-1628), scholar and correttore at the Vatican, prepared a full list of the | 
works translated by Torres, under the title “Auctores et opera quae continentur in Oplotheca P.. : 
Francisci Turriani’; this list now is in the Vatican Library, cod. Reg. Lat. 1598, ff. 65'-72". C£ G. 
Mercati Note per la storia di alcune biblioteche Romane nei secoli XVI-XIX (= ST 164: Rome, 1952), 
18-19. A reference to “la stampa della Panoplia di padres (sic) Torres” in the diary of Cardinal 
Giulio Antonio Santorio (1532~1602) suggests—if it is, as Mercati thinks, a reference to the 
Hoplotheca—that Pope Gregory XII, Torres’s friend and patron, was discussing the publication of *. 
the leaned Spaniard’s translations as early as 1584, the year of Torres’s death: cf. G. Mercati, “Del 
diario del cardinale di Santa Severina,” in Opere Minore II (= ST 77: Rome, 1937), 499 and n. 3. 
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“nec Graece nec Latine umquam visa.’ Later, in a note added at the end of the 
text, Canisius reveals that the manuscript Possevino gave him was “badly 
damaged, I know not where, by water, bookworms, and grubs”;*** presumably it 
© had lain uncared-for in some Roman storeroom until Possevino took the 
initiative to have it published, and gave it to Canisius. Canisius published the 
translation, followed by Torres’s own marginal notes,” in 1603, probably after 
asking Jakob Gretser, another Jesuit humanist and a professor at Ingolstadt, to 
read the manuscript through and make the necessary corrections.** 

For centuries after Torres’s translation appeared, it was generally assumed that 
he had based it on a lost Greek manuscript which he himself had owned, and 
which he had given to the Roman College when he became a Jesuit.*° This 
confusion undoubtedly stems from Possevino, who published a list of the works 
in Torres’s Hoplotheca—including the translation of Leontius—under the 
heading, “Libri Graecae (sic) manuscripti quos Franciscus Turrianus theologus 
“ Societatis Jesu antequam Societati nomen dedisset hinc inde, praesertim e 
“magna Graecia conquisiverat, et in eandem Societatem Romae illatos, plures 

Latinitati donavit, qui extant in tribus postremis tomis Antigq. lect. Henrici 
Canisii?>*° Certainly Torres had owned Greek manuscripts, but there is no 
evidence—beyond Possevinos list of the contents of the Hoplotheca—that a 
copy of Leontius was among them. If he did possess one, it was probably a copy 
of V or G, since a comparison of his translation with the Greek of these 
manuscripts, as well as the marginalia in his hand in both of them, shows beyond 
question that he used them in making his translation. Presumably he had come 
~ to know V, which was part of Salviati’s library, while he was a member of the 
cardinals household; he may even have made the draft of his translation at that 
time. G, from which he translated Titus of Bostra, Serapion of Thmuis, and 
Zachary of Mytilene,*’ may have been drawn to his attention by his friend 
Sirleto, who knew the Genoa library; or Torres may have visited Genoa himself 


%35 Antiquae Lectiones, Tomus IV, 2-3. 

56 Antiquae Lectiones, Tomus IV, 163. 

5%? Antiquae Lectiones, Tomus lV, 165-71. 

58 Hugo Roth, another Ingolstadt Jesuit, who compiled a list of Gretser’s writings, includes a 
translation of Leontius of Byzantium under the year 1603, which, Roth says, is not listed elsewhere 
among his works. Presumably Roth is mistaken; what Gretser apparently did in 1603 was simply 
“. prepare Torres’s damaged manuscript for publication. Cf. Sommervogel, II], 1770. 
=: 5 So, for example, Basnage, at the end of his introduction to the translation of Leontius 
(Canisius—Basnage I, 534); Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, 11-12; V. Grumel, “Léonce de Byzance,” 
401. Loofs was convinced that variations in text and sequence of works in the printed editions 
proved “zweifellos die Verschiedenheit der Handschriften des Turrianus und des Cardinals Mai” 

(p. 12). 
5 54° Apparatus Sacer Ul; Appendix, 29; his list of the Hoplotheca is on pp. 29~33. 

54. See above, p. $1 and n. 461. On Torres’s dependence on G for the translations of Titus and 
Serapion, see also R. P. Casey, “The Text of Titus and Serapion,’ HTR 21 (1928), 98-100. 


100 Introduction 


during his northern travels. In any case, the existence of a separate “Codex. 
Turrianus, textually distinct from V or G, seems to be a myth and nothing more, 
The version of Torres, then, cannot be regarded as an independent witness to - 
the text of Leontius. Nevertheless, it is often a more reliable witness than Mai’s 
edition and its reproduction in Migne, and has great value as a careful translation 
by a scholar who knew both his theology and his Greek very well. I have referred | 
to it constantly in forming my own text of Leontius, and have noted in the 


apparatus its variations from the manuscripts, whenever these seem to be © 


attempts at improving on their readings. 


VII. THIS EDITION 


Itremains only to say a few words about this edition. Although I have punctuated » 
the text generously, and in an unashamedly Western way, I have tried to preserve _ 
the wording of the manuscripts whenever it is intelligible, even if it could be 
emended easily to give grammatically or stylistically better Greek. Although in 
a number of places I have found it necessary to add (in angled brackets) or to 
delete (in squared brackets) a word or a phrase in order to make sense of a 
passage, I have only rarely had to correct the Greek of manuscripts to a form 
not offered by at least one of them. Leontius is a subtle and highly intelligent 
writer; even if his language is not always as “utterly elegant and pure” as Mai. 
deemed it to be, it is usually correct according to the standards of sixth-century | 
academic Greek. Most of the anomalies and peculiarities his writings contain” 


“2 These include, perhaps most strikingly, a certain looseness in the use and sequence of moods, ©: 
and a tendency to use the particle dy to suggest potentiality, without regard for the mood of the 
accompanying verb. So we find Leontius using the optative (with ay) in the protasis, the future or. :: 
present indicative in the apodosis of a general condition (p. 166, 1. 17; p. 278, |. 30-p. 280, |. 2); using. 
the subjunctive third plural, in parallel with a third plural imperative, to express an affirmative. ° 
command (p. 158, ll. 27-8); using an optative (without dv) in parallel with an indicative, to express ‘- 
a general tendency (p. 386, |. 7); or using the indicative after ‘va (p. 432, IL 30-1 [VP]). As for dy, 
Leontius uses it with the perfect indicative (p. 308, |. 32—p, 310, 1. 1) or, more frequently, with the’: 


future indicative (p. 166, Il. 14-15; p. 278, 1. 28; cf. p. 142, L 17 [VO])—especially in dubitative =: 


questions (p. 130, 1. 25; p. 378, 1. 23; p. 380, Il. 4-5), At least once he omits ay in the apodosis of a: : 
present contrary-to-fact condition (p. 338, 1. 18). A number of these peculiarities can be found in 
the writings of contemporaries such as Zachary of Mytilene (Ammonius (ed. M. Minnitti Colonna: 
Naples, 1975)), Il. 1024-5 and note, p. 217 [indic. after iva); ll. 375-6, 1021-2, and 1081-2, with 
notes, pp. 205-8 [use of &v]; Aeneas of Gaza (Theophrastes (ed. M. E. Colonna: Naples, 1958), 33, IL 
5-6; 44, ll. 11-12; Ep. 16 (ed. L. Massa Positano: Naples, 1961), 47, ll. 15-16); and John Philoponus 
(De aeter. mundi 18.2 (ed. H. Rabe; Leipzig, 1899), 615, Il. 11-12). W. Schmid considers them to be 
“Vulgarismen” typical of late, atticizing Greek (Der Atticismus, IV (Stuttgart, 1887), 619-21). 
Other linguistic oddities in Leontius include his use of pdAcvora where one would expect: 
2G.AAov (p. 340, 1, 32; but cf. Euripides Iph. Aul. 1594; Apoll. Rhod., Arg. III, 91); his use of a dative *: 
of source with Sw, need (p. 434, 1. 27); his use of a dative of agent with participles (p. 448, |. 255. 
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seem to be fairly normal for the period, and to remove them by emendation 
would be to destroy precious evidence for this stage of the Greek language's 
development. 

The principal manuscripts, too, have proved surprisingly reliable mirrors of a 
language which is both complicated in itself and which comes from an earlier age 
than their own. For reasons which I have explained above, I consider P to 
represent an earlier stage in the tradition of the text of the DTN than V or O, and 
V to preserve the most “primitive” version, linguistically speaking, of the other 
works. While I have tried to judge each variant on its own merits, I have also let 
myself be guided by these two general observations, especially in the Epil., Epap., 
and CA, where our only Leontian manuscript witnesses are V and O. 

The only surprising element in the format of this edition may be the symbols I 
have used to distinguish the speakers in the dialogue of the CA. These are 
Leontius’s own symbols—the cross for the orthodox speaker, the asterisk or star 
for the “Apthartodocetist”—as he explains in the Foreword to the collected 
edition (2, 25-3,1.2); they appear in both manuscripts which contain this work. 

Where sections of the text are numbered in the manuscripts (ie. in the CNE, 
the Epap.,and the DTN), I have marked the same divisions with Greek numerals. 
In the florilegia, however (where the manuscripts disagree in their numbering), 
and in the Epilyseis (where numbering of sections seems appropriate but is not 
given in the manuscripts) I have added Arabic numbers. 

In the arrangement of the works I have followed the order of the manuscripts, 
even though this means allowing the Epilyseis and the Epaporémata to remain 
between books! and II of the “collected edition” Presumably this arrangement— 
in which these two anti-monophysite works are appended to the CNE, without 
being counted separate parts of the collected edition—was part either of the 
conscious design of Leontius, or that of his earliest editors. 

As for the apparatus, I have divided it into four sections (although there only 
a few pages on which all four actually appear together). When the manuscripts 
contain scholia, I have put them uppermost; below them I have identified direct 
_ biblical, classical, and patristic references in the text, wherever possible; next, 
I have listed witnesses to the text other than Leontian manuscripts, including, 
for the florilegia, both the original texts of the passages and places where the 
same extracts appear in other florilegia; the bottom section contains the textual 
variants from all sources. 


p. 450 1. 5 and 1. 17); and his use of an apparent double accusative after dpmdlw (p. 412, ll. 16-17). 
The last two of these peculiarities occur in the DTN, where we also find an unusual number of epic 
or poetic forms (eg., 79A«: p. 422, 1. 7; d€PAos: p. 424, 1.13 [V]; xascoZo: p. 428, 1. 28 [perhaps in a 
- proverb or quotation]; efmray: p. 434, I. 22 [VO]; drap 81): p. 446, 1. 4). Perhaps the rhetorical 
» excitement of this work, in the context of its time, is the reason for these apparent attempts at 
: literary sophistication. 
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In the section of the apparatus which lists other textual witnesses, if there are 
a number of parallels to one of Leontius’s extracts in other florilegia, I have 
arranged them in the following order: first, extracts with exactly the same 
incipit and explicit as those of Leontius; then extracts beginning before 
Leontius’s incipit, but with the same explicit (to which I have also given the 
symbol 1); then extracts with the same incipit as the text in Leontius, but ending 
later (with the symbol J); then extracts begining before Leontius'’s incipit and 
ending after his explicit (with the symbol 1); then extracts beginning before 
Leontius’ss incipit and ending before his explicit ( with the symbol +); then 
extracts beginning after his incipit and ending after his explicit (with the symbol 
+); and finally, extracts beginning after Leontius’s incipit and ending before _ 
his explicit, arranged according to the point at which they begin and then © 
according to their relative length. Within these classes, I have arranged the 
references in chronological order. A key to the abbreviations used in this part of 
the apparatus is given below. In the lowermost, textual section of the apparatus 
I have given the variants in the four major manuscripts of Leontius very fully, 
omitting only etacisms, variations between oUrws and ovrw, and the use or 
omission of the movable -v. I have selected only important variants in the other 
textual witnesses. When citing variants in works which now exist only in an 
ancient translation, I have given the relevant Greek word, without further 
explanation, whenever it is clear what that was; otherwise I have given the 
variant in Latin or Syriac. 
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[PG 86 1268 B] ‘Avdpes pev Beopirets Kal trav Oetwv doyparan 
em OupntiKx@s exovres Tas eis TO Kowwov Sare£ers, ds cuXv@s TEeTOLHWEBa, 
drrodeEdpevot, mpovtpebay Huds eyypapws trav ToAAdKis €ipnueran 
eratrophaewy Kal Avoewr broTUTMaELs TLVas aia avTois Tapadobvan, 
ds mov Tis €pn, “AHOns pappaxov kal pynns eumrbpevpa, Xpdvov Te, 
ra rdvra Kadvrrerat,wuxaywylav avrots elapepevy Suvnoopevas. Hels 
5é moAAdxis evoyAnOevres dveBaddoueba Kai dv érepa jev AcioTa, Sid 
vo 5€é udAvora: 81’ ev ev 76 a7) ixavds exeww mpos ovyypagirny €Evy, dre 
pnde ris ew madeias pereaxynkaper, Kal THY TvevpaTtiKny dé 
SidacKadlav, Hv 7) Delta xa pis ertxopnyet rots Kaapois THY Kapdiay, obra 
kext} weba—ov yap emaroxvvopat, [1269 A]lpuxpdv re EuavTod auriels, 
Trav vuvl copay révTn éavtods ayvootvrww—ereita dé Kal 4 TobTwWY 
mpos Tovs maAaods Thy ayiwv Ilatépwv mévous ayvwpoodvy ToAdy 
dxvov éverrolet TH Suavola mov mpos 70 TeOapyjoa TH emiTdypare THs 
dyarns. Obs yap un) wérrerke TA peTA TOoa’THs Xa pLTOs Kal copias Oeod, 
ride xaiths Kara TH e€w pirocogiav axpéryTos Kal THs GAAns TaWetas 
éxrebévra ovvtdypata, mAs av 6 Bpaxds otros Kal G70 puKpads 
mpope popevos Stavoias Kai yAdrrys Teicetev Adyos; 

“Opus (0b yap Tots KexpaTnpevors eyxeipety, THs S€ THY VytawvovTay 
dogpaneias moucacbac mpovorav emiterdyact) meapyetv prt 
mpoordypart viv, ei Kai 7) mporepor, eyvwjev. Kal tpeis robs mavras 
Adyous cuverdéapev- Sv 6 pev mpOros ris avr€rov Kat [B]pevdwripou 
yraioews Nearopiov re kal Eitvyots év rabt@ ras avOuTopopas Kai rds 
imaravrnaes KepadawOas meprexel, 


Scholion ad 24, kepadaiwdas: év cvvTdpw V (22) 


5 AnOns pdpwaxor: cf. Euripides, Palamedes, fr. 582, 1.1 (ed. A. Nauck (Leipzig, 1876), 155); 
pwns eumipevja: cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat, 8.22 (PG 35, 810 C13) 22 sis 
evdoviiou yuedoews: cf. 1 Tim. 6.20; Irenaeus, Adv. Haer, titulus; Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 
27.1 
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20 émreraxydor.G post wecMapyetv add. dé V 24 sraravrjoeis; mavTHoEts G 
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Devout men, eagerly longing for divine teaching, and approving of the public 
disputations which we have frequently held, have urged us to give them some 
sort of written copies of the questions and solutions we have often proposed 
orally: because they can provide them with what someone once called “a remedy 
against forgetfulness,” “a hidden spark for the memory,’ an exercise against 
time, by which all things are hidden. But we have often put it off, because we 
were burdened with work and for many other reasons, but especially for two: 
first, because we do not have sufficient practise in writing, since we never had 
any worldly education; and also because we have not yet received the spiritual 
instruction which God's grace supplies to the pure of heart—for I am not 
ashamed to have some little knowledge of myself, when those who are now 
considered wise are completely ignorant of themselves—and secondly, their 
foolish arrogance towards the ancient labors of the holy Fathers makes my 
mind very hesitant to obey this command of love. For if writings set forth with 
so much of God's grace and wisdom, and with so much excellence in worldly 
philosophy and other kinds of learning, have failed to persuade them, how may 
this brief work do so, produced by little intelligence or eloquence? 
Nevertheless, we have decided to obey this friendly command now, even if 
we did not do so before (for they did not tell us to lay hands on the strong or to 
have a care for the safety of the healthy). We have composed three books in all. 
‘The first of them contains, in summary form, replies to and refutations of the 
contradictory pseudo-insights of Nestorius and Eutyches, in one essay; 
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axedov ti év dAlyous tds macas abtav mepikAeiwv erramopHaets: er; 
Kepadaiwy dé Tov avrov mrerroinpeba Adyov, Exdotov SnAady Kepadaiov 
Ta U6 TO avTO dvagépedIat Suvdpeva cuprrepexovTos. ‘H de emvypag?) 
mpos TOV VroKEipmevov aKoToV KaLpiws TéHerTaL “THS Kata THY DedTHTa 
tod Xpiorod Kal avOpwrdryta evartias boxjoews Necropiou re xa} 
Edrvyots éAeyxos Kat avarpor”—éme.d1 6 pev THY OedtyTa SoKjoer, 
6 d€ THY avOpwrdérynTa, Kata TO avbrois SoKotv, per’ edmpeTotvTwy 
dvoudtwyr doyparilovow. 

‘O dé detrepos mpos rods ex tay juerépwr mpoobepévovs rH 
kareplapyevyn evvoia thv Aplaprodoxyntayv amoreiverau TodTous yap 
[C]katl uddiora dixaiws av tis eddyéevev, Siapopav emiaTapevous Kal 
ididTynTas Kal evepyeias Too évds Kal ovov Kupiov, «rod Oeod Kai 
owTHpos Hav Inoot Xpiotod». Tods yapmpos Tas piaeis avTioTaToUrTas 
Kal TO Oudpopov avT@v apvoupevous eta THY Evwawr, ldvdTyYTAS TE Kal 
evepyeias Tas ev adrais dbéouws cvyyxéovras, od padAdov yeAdmev Tis 
amaWevaias 7 oikre(pomev THs doePeias, wept TOU TpdTroU Otatropovbvras 
Ta&v unde 6uoroyoupevwr avrois unde KaT’ avTods dTOKELLEVwWY PUGEWY: 
Vrobécbar yap ede. TpPw@TOV avTovs THY Paw THs DedrHTOS TOU XpraTod, 
Kal THY pvow THs KaT avrov avOpwrdryTos elvai Te Kal puddrredban 
Mera THY EvwWOLY, Kal OUTW TEpL TAS Tpos GAAnAa TOUTWY aXEeTEwWS Kal TOD 
Tpomov THs brdptews modumpaypovetv, [D]Aiadoyik@ dé xapaxripr 
dieoynuariarat obTOos 6 Adyos, obdev, ws olpat, TOV AVarTeAobvTWwY TE Kal 
Opwvrwy eis THY TOU mpoKeipéevov Cytynow Karadumay. ‘Qs av dé jr} 
ovyxebein Ta mpdawra, TO nev TOD SvaTropodvTos Tpdawrov acTEpioKy, 
70 d€ To Tas Adoets ErayovTOS TH OTAaUpoELoet KaTEonUNVaLEDa THTW, 
Kai roi7o d€ obx aAdyws mempaxaper, GAN dorépi ev THY Guvdpay Kal 
aT pavwrov exeivov yumaw vUryvieapeba, rov de THs GAnOeias braamiaTHy 
T@ TpoTraiw Tov oravpod KabwrAicapev. 


Scholion ad 4, katpiws: emitydeiws, appolovrws V (22) 
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it includes, under a few headings, practically all their objections. We have 
arranged this book in chapters, with each chapter including whatever can be 
referred to it. The title is adapted to the aim of what follows: An Examination 
and Refutation of the Opposed Fantasies of Nestorius and Eutyches on the 
Divinity of Christ—since the one puts forth fanciful theories in fine-sounding 
words, according to his good pleasure, on the divinity [of Christ], the other on 
his humanity. 

The second book is directed against those of our own party who adhere to 
the corrupt opinions of the Aphthartodocetists [= “Incorruptibilists”]. For one 
can reproach them with special justice, since they recognize the distinction and 
the properties and energies of the one, single Lord and God, our Savior Jesus 
Christ. For as far as those who resist the distinction of natures are concerned, 
who deny any difference between them after the union and confuse the 
properties and energies in them in an improper way, we laugh at their ignorance, 
just as much as we pity their irreverence in worrying about the manner [of 
being] in natures which they do not admit to, or believe exist. They ought first 
to concede that the nature of Christ’s divinity and the nature of his humanity 
exist and are preserved after the union, and then busy themselves with their 
relationship to one another and with the manner of their existence. This book 
is arranged in dialogue form, and omits, I think, nothing which would be a 
profitable contribution to the investigation of the subject. And so that the 
characters might not be confused, we have marked the character of the 
questioner with a star, and that of the one who provides the answers with a 
cross. We have not done this arbitrarily, but with the star we are hinting at the 
faint, unclarified knowledge of the one, and we have armed the other, the 
warrior of truth, with the trophy of the cross. 
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“Enuyéypamras obv Kat otros 6Adyos-“IT pos rovs €€ Hyaov sae 
Th kaTtepbapuevy yay TOV Agbaprodonnrav SidAoyos”. 

[1272 A] ‘O &€ tpizos Kat TeAevraios 7™P dvapopay eXet Kara TQ 
dro pwwopeveny THY weyadny Kal oikoupeviKy advodov THY ev XaAKySSvi, 
Kal Ta | Neoropiou mpeoBevdvrwn. Odrou yap, domep apéAe. Kat ot Aowrroi 
Tay aipésewr pvorat, TAs TE Deas ypapas Kal TOS Tponynoapevas dydas 
auvedous mpoatecbax Soxotaw, ob ppovoivres pev Kor avTas, 
mpoxdAvpya S€ THs adtav aoeBelas TadTas movovpevor, mpos eLarrdrny 
Tay atrAovoTépwv—otov Arrodwvapuos rev Kai Maxedovios THY ev Nixaia, 
Neotopwos b€ mpos tabty Kat thy év KwvotavtivouTéAe, Edtuyns be 
mpos Tats ddAas Kat THY ev Epéom—ovtw d7 Kai obrot THY Ev XaAkyodri 
aylay woxpivovrar otvodov, dua pev THY éauT@v doéBecay 
ovyKadvarovres TH G€LoTLOTia THY MpoowTwy, apa dé apiacy [Blatrots 
TpoodoTroLobV TEs THY KATA THS GAnOelas eyyeipyawy. Qv rv Tavoupyia 
pera THS oupmemheypevns doeBetas dvaxaddypar BovAdpevor, emt Tovs 
mparous adrav Tis doeBetas TaTtépas TOV cheyxov pernydyoper, Tas 
apyas attra kat Tas amayas THs aedraTos eis TO cupaves GYOVTES, OUTA) | 
te Kabdraé atras dmopparrew kat THs Abdou popas dvakdmtew. 
orrovdalovres TQ ATA EA€yym THs aAnPetas. Tatty yap Kai TO Aoumdy 
pedua ths docBeias dpavicOjcerat, érrerdy) cuvdiapbetpecbar mépuKe 
Tais dpyais TO KaKay Kai TA ex ToUTwWY atoréAopara. Tov dé Adyor: 
Tov emi TaV eAéyywr Eis KepdAaia KaTadteiAaper, apOdv AUTOS emt TOG 
perdyrou Trapaypabarres 51a. 70 evpvnovevTov- emipeypanrat de 6 Adyos: 
obrws: “Tis a droppryrov Kal i dpyoeidearépas tav Necropiavav doePelas, 
Kal TOY TavTHS TaTEépwr, pwpa Kal OpiauwBos.’ 


Scholion ad 5, rpeaBevdvrw: perd airiarixis, rysdvTe pera Soruchs, SvowmobvrawV 
(2°); ad 7 , mpocteoOac: mpoodéxecbas V (2°); Ad 18, petaarov: emt ris apyys V (2"); Ad 20, 
papa: eAeyyos, beiEis V (2”) 
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This book, then, is entitled: A Dialogue against Those of our own Party who 
_ Adhere to the Corrupt Doctrine of the Aphthartodocetists. 

The third and last book contains the refutation of those who pretend 
allegiance to the great ecumenical Council of Chalcedon, even though they 
stand for the doctrines of Nestorius. For they, like doubtless the rest of the 
. devotees of heresy, seem to accept the holy Scriptures and the previous holy 
_ Synods, but they do not follow them in their hearts, and make them a veil for 
their own impiety, to deceive the simple—as Apollinarius and Macedonius 
professed to follow Nicaea, Nestorius both it and that of Constantinople, 
Eutyches both of them as well as that of Ephesus. So these [heretics], too, profess 
allegiance to the holy Synod of Chalcedon, at the same time concealing their 
' impiety with a trustworthy appearance, and preparing their own attack on the 
~ truth. Wishing to reveal their villainy, and the impiety interwoven with it, we 
have turned our accusations against the original ancestors of their impiety, to 
bring into the open the sources and springs of their godlessness, hoping by one 
- simple argument of truth to cut them off and to push them back from their 
lifeline. For in this way the remaining stream of impiety will disappear, since 
when the sources of evil are destroyed, what is produced from them is usually 
_ destroyed, as well. We have divided this book of refutations into chapters, 
putting a number at the start of each to make them easier to remember. This 
book is entitled: An Unmasking and a Triumph over the Secret and More 
Fundamental Impiety of the Nestorians, and of that Heresy’s Fathers. 
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[C] Tapaxadotpev dé rods evrevEopevous THOSE TH ET pi OvvT aya 
ovyyrmpny jyuiv véwerv év ols Tew} Katpiws Tovs évavrious BeBAnKapier, 
Kal et te tod Sdovros dabevéatepov mponywvicpevar THS GAnbelas 
gaveinuev. Tis pev yap agias tav mpayudrwv ouolws mavr 

5 droAerroucba: 7G bé Chrw THs edoeBetas, aAAos GAAov dtevnvoyapie 
Kara S€ rnv oixelav mpotapackevyny Exaortos SynAovére Kat TO wérpo 
ex rs yaprros. Kai rotro b€ év dydmn mpotpéroper Tov evrevEdpevo 
iva ei Tt pe) Cagas air@ Tav map udp eipjobar Sd€erev, 7 Oud THY roo 
Bewphparos Babiryra 7) Sia TH evicay A€Lewy TrapyAdaypevgy onuaciav 

10 TE Kal GtdTHTA, TOUTO LH KaTG THY MpwTHY evrevéwy Kaxilew- EmaTHo~a 
yap Sis } Kat 7oAAdKIs Tots eipnuevois Tov vodv, [D] rpavovpevyy arg 
etipnoer Tov Aeyouevw rH didvorav. Adroreds S€ ucoGds Tob Kara. THy 
Cirnow rdvov, THs GAnOeias 7 evpnots. Xpyoes ye wy THv ovvrayparwv 
ExdoTw Tots Tap Hudv exreHeevots GuVHyopovoas UToTETAXALEY, THY 
15 dAHOevav Tay cipnuevwy Kal €x THs TOY TaAadv paptupias meTOvpeEvor, 


VOGP 2 vépew: drrovéuev P 3 dinywropevo. O 8 iv 9 
elppodau: eipypévewv O 9 éviww: trav O 10 rotirm V 12 abroredys 6€: 
avr@ re €orarG 14 rH dAnberar: dAjbevav rH G 
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We ask those who read this humble treatise to pardon us if we have not 
- wounded our enemies mortally, or if we seem to have fought for the truth more 
weakly than was fitting. 

Compared with the dignity of the subject, all of us alike are deficient; we 
differ from one another only in the zeal of our piety. Everyone, too, of course, 
receives a measure of grace proportionate to his own preparedness for it. And 
this I urge lovingly on the reader: that if anything should seem to him to have 
been said by us unclearly, either because of the depth of the issue or because of 
the ambiguous meaning and character of certain expressions, he should not 
criticize it at first sight. For if he applies his mind twice or more to what we have 
said, he will find that the meaning of our expressions becomes clearer. The 
discovery of the truth is a sufficient reward for the labor of seeking it. We have 
added to each of our essays passages which support what we ourselves have 
written, for we hope to confirm the truth of what we have said also by the 
testimony of the past. 
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Leontius of Byzantium: 
An Examination and Refutation 
of the Opposed Fantasies 
of Nestorius and Eutyches on the Divinity 
and Humanity of Christ 


Book I 
(Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos) 
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[1273 A] Tov wept troordcews Kal odaias Adyov, yyouv mpoowmov Kal 
gptvoews (radrov yap dupe Kal TEpt TAUTOV EKaTEpA), CUYKEXULEVOY Kal 
atpavwrov Tapa tots viv dvTa aogois, rpavdoal re Kat diacapioat 
mpovbeuny, dAra Té Tia. KepaAata THs dxoAovdias éxdueva THs mpwTy 
inrjoews emA\voacbat, Ocob cuvepatTopevov Huty Kal TO aabeves TOV 
Aoytapar brrepeiSovros did. THY dete pw edy av: als Kal Pappay, eis 7} 
robde Tob Adyou KabjKa euavTav e€éraoww. OvK ayvootpuer S€ ws of vv 
fuiv eravacravres, Kal lav exovres TIv mpds TE TO KAABY Kal TOds 
fenydpous avdpas évavtimow, Womep exeivous, ovTW 57 Kal Huds TOD 
Ti padbyow aitav éeCnrwKdras Kal mpoicxopuévous Sianrtovat, Kal 
TYLa@VTEs Gs TAaUTH AcAjOact TH Kowwwvria [B] As aryuias. Of yap adrot 
ta Te Beta rratlovar Kai Tovs Oeoddyous bBpilovar- Kai ri péya, ef Kal 
Has Tovs pyndev ovtas eLovPevotary; *Qv rotro pdvov a€idv éort 
Bavpalerv, drt maans ev apeTHs THs ev epyors aTovdaiws awedovtouw, 
xededovat d€ opas adrovs eivat aogous, Kal ciow otov é€ émitdyparos 
cuverol, Kai to OéAew atrods povov evdrradedTous drrépyver- 
“Axpopidoadgous” adrots tis THY doTEeLoTépwY xapievTws wMvdpuaxer. 
AAN od x pv) Sua TH exeivaw woxOnpav mpoaipeoww Huds ye Te kaPugeivar 
THs wappyotas 7} TOV dydvewy, robvavriov pev ody, ToIs TAY waKapiov 
avipay aGAnpace mpos dvdpeiav was Ta padtora Tmapabhyeobat, Kat 
ravTov macyxev TO PepuoTratw adypw. Exelvos Te yap sTopovrat TH 
puxp@ mpocomiAjoas date Kat [C]jueis tots roUTwy ayaar mpos rods. 
abAous pavvipeba. Etev 51) obv TH ropwrdtry Adyw, “Gorep paxaipa 
Siotépw’, TH ey’ Exdrepa abtav Kara THs dAnOelas Evoraciv Te Kal 
avTiTapaTatiy OLaTeuvovrTes, 


23 Hebr. 4.12 


VOG Titulus TOY AYTOY AEONTIOY ASKHTOY EAETXOL KAI ANATPOHH 
THE KATA TOY XPIZTOY ENANTIAS AOKHSEQE NEZTOPIOY KAI EYTYXOYZG 
2 post picews add. od V, secunda manu 4 xepdAata om. O 8 re om. O 
12 trdteKxaitadG Kal rods GeodAdyous dBpifouc.om.G ev om. G 16 adrovs 
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[have proposed to clarify and explain the concepts of hypostasis and essence, 
or of person and nature (for both [pairs] are the same, and each refers to the 
‘same thing), since they are confused and unclear in the minds of those who are 
- now considered wise; and I shall explain some other matters connected with 
this first investigation, if God joins in our enterprise and overlooks, through 
your prayers, the weakness of our arguments. It is those prayers which gave me 
“the courage to set down and investigate this subject. We are not unaware that 
“those who now oppose us, making one single resistance both to holiness and to 
those who speak holy things, show the same contempt both for them and for us 
who are zealous for their teaching and propound it; unknowingly, they honor 
us by letting us share this dishonor. These same people make fun of sacred 
things and commit outrage against the theologians; is it a great thing, then, if 
they have no regard for us, who are worth nothing? This is the only remarkable 
thing, in fact: that they carefully neglect all practical virtue, but officially 
proclaim themselves to be wise. They are, one might say, intelligent by decree; 
their will alone proves their education so that one wit has playfully named 
them, “Philosophers at the Top.’ But we need not yield anything of our freedom 
to fight, simply because of their wicked politics; on the contrary, we must be 
very greatly stimulated to courage by the struggles of the saints, and be affected 
like hot iron. For iron is hardened by its contact with cold water, and we are 
strengthened for the fight by their battles. Well, then, let us cut through the 
resistance and opposition of both sides to the truth with the sharpest argument, 
like a two-edged sword, and let us refute them, beginning with the following 
“consideration. 
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dvarpeparjer; Ths uTobécews evreblev a d.pxdpevor. 

Oirhs Neoropiou a8 pwmodarpelas Kai ye ol TS Ebruxois pavracias, 
waArov b€ ris Exarépas pavtacias pabyrai—Kards yap abrovs (1276 A] - 
evraBis Kal Petos avip ora KéxAnkev, CEvavtiodoKytas» Exatépous 
Kadéoas: of ev yap rH bedryTa, of Se rH avOpwrdryTa Soxjcer A€yovew © 
civat €v TO Lwripr, Ay cov éExdrepos, 6 ev THY “eddoKiav” Kal rHv 
“agiav” avri ras Kata THY OedtyTa pavracias, 6 b€ THY “Appytrov cdpKa” 
avTt THS “pice ody uerépas” mpoicxovrat, evmpeTéotv ovdpact Kai 
EVPH[LOLS PHUATLY, WoTTEp xpwpac. éemiMAGOTOLS, TO THs EvavTias per, 
ions d€ doeBeias Suceides atoceuvivery emtyetpodvTEs- Woavel TOUTOV 
e€orrovdacpevou mtv KaAAOS aoKety dvopaTur, GAN’ ob 70 THs GAnbeias 
Xpvaodv Ovrws mpdawrrov erromrevery, Hs OVOEV EpATULOTE POY, KAY TO THs 
AdEcws edrrpeTres Kal pasdpor ju7) Tpoot unde yap KoupmaTiKaY avrry - 
mpocdetobar KadAwmiopatwr, [Blpvorx@d xdrAet AcAapmrpvopevyny Kal ~ 
pndev deonevny THs Ex TOV PyudTwy woTEp TpooTpYLLaTwY araTHARS 
extpoppwcews. Otro 5x) ody, EauTots TE Kai TH AAnbeia. arropayopevot,: 
dua TOV evavriwy Tov KaT adris euepicavto mdéAEuor, Tals avrais 
TpoTdageaty EKdTEpos avTaY Tpos Tov LOvov AToXpwpevot OKOTOV: WoTE 
TH bia THY evavTiwy ovupwviay EviT@ THs aAnbeias éAéyy@ mpos TAV 
yropinwrv atris avatpéncobat, kai yiveoOar mepiovaiay vixyns THs 
Tovnpias THY cuupwriav. Ols yap av Odrepov THY Kata THY ao¢Beav 
oupteTAcypevey dvarpepatuer, cuvavareTpanras Kal 6 ETEpOS. 

[C] Toréov yap ws rabrov rérovbe rept TH oikovopiav Kétvyns mpos 
Neoropvov, 6 rept THY Ocodoyiav LaBéAAos mpds Tov Aperov. ‘Exeivol re 
yap dua Tav évavriwy eis 7d toov KaKov euTEeTTWKALY, 6 Lev OL THY 
ovolay eis play wrdaracw ouyyéwy Tas UmooTdoets, 6 be Sid Tas | 
JTooTadEts Ovvdtaipay TavTats Kal THY OvGiar- 


Scholion ad 5, edAaBas Kat Getos dvyp: rept rob 4BBa Névvou pyalV (2")G 
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‘The disciples of Nestorius’ man-worship and of Eutyches’ reduction to 
fantasy—or better, the disciples of both kinds of fantasy: well has a certain 
pious and godly man [= Nonnus] labeled them, in calling each of them “opposite 
kinds of docetist.” For the one group says there only seems to be divinity in the 
Savior, the other [there only seems to be] humanity; except insofar as each 
group tries to give a respectable appearance to its opposing, but equally ugly 
impiety by smearing it with the colors of fine-sounding names and pious 
phrases—one group proposes “good pleasure” and “dignity,” instead of saying 
the divinity is an illusion; the other speaks of “ineffable flesh,’ instead of saying 
“naturally not [like] ours.” As if we were interested in fitting ourselves out with 
verbal beauty rather than gazing on the truly golden face of truth, than which 
nothing is lovelier—even if there is no elegance or brilliance of style involved. 
For truth needs no further ornament for its decoration, but is splendid with 
natural beauty and has no need of deceptive transformation of language, like 
cosmetic powders. So these heretics, fighting with both each other and the 
truth, have divided up the war on her in opposite camps, each of them using the 
same propositions for their own ends. As a result, their concord in opposition 
can be defeated by a single assault of truth at the hands of her pupils, and 
agreement in wickedness will pave the way for overwhelming victory. For by 
the same arguments we shall use to defeat one of the confederates in impiety, 
we shall find that the other side, too, has been defeated along with them. 

For one should realize that Eutyches stands in the same relationship to 
Nestorius on the subject of the Incarnation [oikonomia], that Sabellius does 
to Arius on that of the Trinity [theologia]. For they have also fallen in opposite 
ways into the same evil: the one confuses the hypostases into one because of 
the essence; the other, because of the hypostases, divides the essence along 
with them. 
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Kai obrot dé 76 avaraAw, 6 pev Tépver Tas Poets cis Broordaets, 6 Sé 
piper Tas pices els PUOL, Kal 6 pev TOLE? THY BrdaTAGLY UTOOTACELS, 6 
dé ras pucers eis pba dvayxéer. Ois yap mpoBAjpact Siatpoupevyy b7d © 
Tav mpotépwv €or idetv tiv Tpidda, rovros cvyxeopevyy bd Tay 
darépwy edpicxopyev THY oikovopiay ols bé Starpotot TH oiKovopiay of 
viv, robrots éxelvor ouyxéovat TH OedtynTa. Dépe 61) odv Tas mpoTacets 
avTaY Tas ToptaTiKas Eis redov TH Adyw Tapaydywper, [D] Kal Worep 
év SuxacTypiw ywpav abrois Tav Kal’ Hudv éykAnpatav évdortes, ovTa 
diadAtoat ras paraias alta xara THs dAnbeias émivoias metpacdpyeba. 

A’ Gaai yap: “Ei bdo pices evi rob évds Xpiotod parte, obx eore be 
ptots dvurdoratos, bv0 dpa av elev kat at brooraces.” 

Eis 6é éorw dpgorépois, ds epyy, dywv, Kav 6 aKxorres 7 Sudpopos: of 
ev yap iva rais p¥oeo ouveroayaywat Tas UrooTdoeis, ot be iva bua TOY 
brocrdcewy Kat Tas ptoes dvéAwot, TO adT@ xéxpnvrat mpoBAjpare. 
AXN axovérwoar Kai mpds hudy of THs Edtuxods poipas: 6 ev yap Tis 
KOLWOS mat Tpos éxarepous, 6 dé téuds art [1277 A] zpos Tobrous aya. 
Ti de duets pares Miav andAds Aéyere peau; “OvP pacity, “dada jeiav 
ceoapkwpernv. Ovdev b€é kwAder Kal yaptéotepov duty cuptAaKhvar 
tH prev 67) peiav Wv pate tod Adyou evow AaBdvres Exouev Trap’ tua@v- 
mept de THS Erépas oTw % Stapayn, iv plow pev Erépav Tapa THY Tod 
Adyov paper Heels, oa.p§ dé ™pos bud Kanretobat pire. Ti pare mrepl THIS 
Ga.pKos tadras; “Exes guaw, 7 odolay, 7 } Epos ve gtcews; (Tob dé maou, 
dyets dv elnre K Upon eire Heavy Ete Tpirov, eite Tt GAN TOOT HHLOpLOV 
kare Oédere.) Kai va TQ abt @ buiv xypjHowpatr oxjpatt, €or. odp& 
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And these, too, taken in the opposite order, do the same: the one cuts up the 
natures into hypostases, the other mingles the natures into one; and the one 
makes the hypostasis hypostases, the other mixes up the natures into one 
nature. The same arguments that one finds used by earlier writers to divide the 
Trinity are used later, we discover, to confuse the Incarnation; and the arguments 
by which our contemporaries divide the Incarnation they used to confuse the 
Trinity. Come, then: let us bring their sophistic propositions before us in 
argument, and after giving them the chance to present their accusations against 
us, we shall try—as in a courtroom—to put an end to their silly theories against 
the truth. 


1. For they say: “If you say there are two natures in the one Christ, and if 
there is no such thing as an anhypostatic nature, then there would be two 
hypostases also.” 

As I said, there is one issue at stake with both, even though the focus is 
different; for they use the same argument to justify themselves, the one group 
in order to include hypostases with the [separate] natures, the other to abolish 
also [separate] natures through [identification with] hypostases. But let those 
who belong to the Eutychian party listen to what we say: for there is one 
common struggle between us and both parties, but another particular one 
against them. What then do you say? Do you hold there is simply one nature? 
“No,” they reply: “One nature made flesh.” Nothing prevents us, then, from 
agreeing with you happily: we accept from you the one nature of the Logos you 
speak of; but our struggle is over the other, which we say is a second nature 
alongside that of the Logos, but which tends to be called “flesh” by you. What do 
you say about this flesh? Does it have a nature or essence, or part of a nature? 
(You will have to judge how much, whether half or a third or whatever other 
fraction you want to call it.) Or to use the same form of argument as you do: is 
there such a thing as flesh without essence, or without a share in nature? How 
can you escape your difficulty? For if flesh exists without essence or apart from 
nature, show what it is and what its state is, and we shall be satisfied. But if it is 
the ultimate folly to suppose flesh that is not what it is said to be, 
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- or not said to be what it is, how will you escape the line of argument you 
_ proposed against us yourselves? For if there is no flesh without essence—that is, 
not having a nature—and there is no nature without hypostasis, then there will 
be no flesh without hypostasis. It is time, then, for you either to remove nature 
from flesh altogether, or to give two hypostases to the Lord, according to your 
rule which says: there is no nature without hypostasis. For if there is no nature 
- without hypostasis, and you speak of the “nature of the Logos,” then you will 
attribute to the Logos also a hypostasis, But the question about the flesh remains: 
if it, too, granted it has a nature of its own, should not also be worth calling a 
nature, and having the name of nature, should not also have its own hypostasis; 
or if, not having an hypostasis, it will not lose nature as well. So you are stuck 
fast in your own difficulties, and no further sleight-of-hand has been able to 
exempt you from the indictment you have instigated against us. And when you 
have solved one further problem, you will seem very deserving indeed: if there 
js no nature without hypostasis, but you confess the Lord to be “from two 
natures,’ then will he be from two hypostases? And who then is responsible for 
Nestorian division, we leave it up to you to investigate! 

So we have dismissed you, with the same arguments [you yourselves use]; 
but against those who have departed from the truth in the opposite way from 
you, we shall argue as follows: 

Hypostasis, gentlemen, and the hypostatic are not the same thing, just as 
_ essence and the essential are different. For the hypostasis signifies the individual, 
but the hypostatic the essence; and the hypostasis defines the person by means 
of peculiar characteristics, while the hypostatic signifies that something is not 
an accident, which has its being in another and is not perceived by itself. Such 
are all qualities, those called essential and those called non-essential; neither of 
them is the essence, which is a subsistent thing—but is perceived always in 
association with an essence, as with color in a body or knowledge in a soul. He 
_ then who says, “There is no such thing as an anhypostatic nature,’ speaks truly; 
but he does not draw a correct conclusion when he argues from its being 
not-anhypostatic 


10 


15 


20 


134. “ENANTIAX AOKHZSEQS NEXTOPIOY KAI’EYTYXOYS 


eis TO UrdoTacw elvar womep av ef Tis pr Elvat Réyou oOpa 
GoXNHETLOTOV, [1280 AldAnfes Aéyeuv, ¢ evreiTa ovveyol, OUK opbais, 76 
oxjpa oda civat dAN ovx ev cadprate Pewpetobas. Avudaratos prev 0b 
guats, TouTéoTLY OvGia, OvK av Ely TOTE. Ov NY Hy PUaLS UTOoTACLS, OT. 
unde dvrotpéper. H nev yap brdcraats Kai pvats, } O€ plats ovKEeTL Ka 
bmdoTaots: H wEev yap@vots TOV TOD ElvarAdyor em OexeT aL: 7) O€ Dd0TAGIS, 
KalTov Tob Kab” éavrov elvar Katy ev etdous Adyov eréyet, 7 O€ TOO Tivds 
éort SnAwrixy: Kal} prev KaboArKod mpdyparos xapaxTipa Syroi, 7 Se. 
Tob Kowvot 70 tdtov dmodiaoréAAer au. Kal cuvrdéuws eiteiv, pdoews ev 
pias Kupios A€yerar Ta Gpootaa, Kal dv 6 Adyos Tob Eelvat KoLvds: 
brocrdcews Sé€ Spos 7 Ta KaTA THY Pow pev Tadbra, apOud dé 
Siapépovra, } ra ex Sta—pdpwr picewv avvecTata, THY be Tod elvar 
Kowwwviav dua te Kal év GAAHAoLs KeKTHuEva: [Blotrw ye Tol ppt 
«KkowwwvobvrTa Tob efvaw), ovx Ws cuuTAnpWTLKG THS GAAjAwY odaias, 
Omep ott idety eri Tay ovary Kat THY ovoLwdas KaT adbtdy. 
KaTnyopoupevwwy—moLoTHTES Oe aUTAL KaAoDYTAI—GAN ws THs Oarépou 
gptcews Kai otolas pn Kal’ éavTqv Oewpovperys, aAAa pera TIS 
id 4 ‘a ov 4 uv , 2 os € 4 \ 

OUVYKELILEVIS KaE OULTEQUKULAS: oTTEp av Tt €upot Kab EP ETE PWV fLev:. 
mpaypatorv, ody Hota bé emi duyis Kal oduaros, dv xown pev }- 
bndoraats, idia dé 7 puats, Kal 6 Adyos dudpopos. 

B'“AAN 6 dvOpwros; paatv, “ei kai && Erepoetdav cuvéaryKer, [C]aAr’. 
obv ov 6rdrepov avtar diya Parépou To eivar eaynKev 6 O€ Adyos oti 
Kai 7p0 THs avOpwrdryTos. Kat 6 wev €& areABv ovvéotyKe prepay, 6 be 
X pores réAcwa exer Ta pwépy, Kal Tavry ovdE pépy av eikdTws KaAotvTO. 


t 


. 7 
Scholion ad 2 ff: rt 0b radrdv obola Kai drdaraais, Kal ddd dadoTaKs Kal BAAD.” 

bd id § 3 A > , ae 2 AD é ‘ a3 ~ ag. 4 , a 
evurréararos, Kal GAA ovata Kal GAAS évototos, Kal oxomel dxpiBas évds Exdorou THY =. 
diagopav V (37); ad LL, broordcews S€ dpos ...: ti €oriv drdoracis Kal doayads airy V (2) soo 


VOGA; ab 1,16, VOG 1 ph efvar post doynpdriorov transp.G post yy efvar add. 
dowparoy TO cx7ypa G*, quod postea eradicatum est Ayo. om. A 2 ddyPds Gi 
post dAnfas add. péev G*, quod postea eradicatum est cuvdyer OA 7G aepati VA: 
4 rouvréorw odofa om. O ord om. A 5 otters: ox e€ort A’ 
5-6 kal vmdoracs: Kal om. G 6 brodexerar Wp 7 éavtd O; abra A 
8 dyAwrixdy A xapaxriipa dyAotom. O; €ort bpAwriny G 9 Kowob: caboducod G* 
peev om. O 10 xupiws om. A Aéyovrar A 11 7a xara lg puow: 7a OM: 
OG* perv om. OG 13-14 odrw yé tot yt Kowewvotvra Tob elvat 
om. d 14 Kouvwvodvrat epd 16 mo.oTyres b€ abrat xadodvrar—GAn ws 778 
Garépov picews Kal otoias a7) Kal Eavthy Jewpovperys GAAG peta THs ouyKerperns Kal 
oupmepuxvias: es év cospart mordrys, AevKarns, wehaverns A 18 Kal eg" repay ev 
TpaypLatuy avy HxeoTa: Kal ev GAXats, waAAov A 21 pyoiG 22 ofvom.G is 


Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos 135 


to its being an hypostasis—just as if one should say, correctly, that there is no 
such thing as a body without form, but then conclude incorrectly that form is 
-body, not that it is seen in the body. There could never, then, be an anhypostatic 
nature—that is, essence. But the nature is not a hypostasis, because it is not a 
reversible attribution; for a hypostasis is also a nature, but a nature is not also a 
hypostasis: for nature admits of the predication of being, but hypostasis also of 
being-by-oneself, and the former presents the character of genus, the latter 
expresses individual identity. And the one brings out what is peculiar to 
something universal, the other distinguishes the particular from the general. To 
put it concisely, things sharing the same essence are properly said to be of one 
nature, and things whose structure of being is common; but we can define as 
“hypostasis” either things which share a nature but differ in number, or things 
which are put together from different natures, but which share reciprocally in a 
common being. I say that they share being, not as if they completed one 
- another's essence, as happens with essences and with things that are essentially 
predicated of them—which are called qualities—but insofar as the nature and 
‘essence of each is not considered by itself but with the other, to which it is 
_joined and assimilated. One finds this in various things, not least in the case of 
soul and body, whose hypostasis is common but each of whose natures is 
individual, with a different way of being. 


2. “But even if the human person,’ they say, “is composed of elements which 
differ in species, still neither one of them has its being apart from the other. But 
the Logos also exists before his humanity; and the human being is composed of 
imperfect parts, but Christ has perfect parts—which therefore shouldn't 
_ properly be called ‘parts’ at ail. 
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How, then, can you apply the human fusion to the Logos and the Incarnation, 
when it does not resemble them?” 

So say those opposed to our opinion, the advocates of division. For the other 
side like the model, but they take it not in the proper way, but very foolishly—in 
harmony with their original tendency to confuse—as an exact copy of that 
confusion. That this is not our invention, however, but that we have received it 
from our predecessors—son from father, as they say—is proved by the writings 
of the theologians, in which they use the analogy of man for the Incarnation. 
But they do not treat the analogy well, who force it to resemble the original. For 
it would no longer be an analogy if it did not contain some dissimilarity. For we 
have taken the human being as a parallel not because of pre-existence or 
co-existence, nor because of the imperfection of his parts (conceding for the 
moment to these dunces the right to call them “imperfect, though they are not 
so in terms of being, as we shall later show), but to explain how the Logos is 
united to a body like ours in very essence, and is never found apart from it, even 
if he preserves in that union the difference, as indeed anyone does. For in 
neither of them do the characteristics appear confused. For our soul does not 
change from being invisible and immortal to being visible and mortal, nor is 
the Logos visible and mortal, even though both our soul and the Logos have 
come to be in a visible and mortal body. For each of these things we mention 
preserves unceasingly its peculiar qualities, according to which each one has 
come to be what it is: the ordinary person who subsists from soul and body, and 
the Savior who subsists from divinity and humanity. But they take the analogy 
not according to its similarity but according to its dissimilarity, and they are 
unfair in their questions; as if we were to use the example of the sun’s ray for the 
Logos and the Father, because of the connection and coeternity [of sun and 
rays], and they were to disparage us for thereby representing the Logos as not a 
hypostasis. 

But that not even the human being is made of imperfect parts, according to 
the structure of being which is proper to each part—even if in respect to the 
definition of the human being as a whole the parts do not admit of the structure 
of the whole as such—can be shown as follows. What 
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is lacking to the soul, which has its own separate life, from being a bodiless, self- 
moving essence? This explains why it is immortal and indestructible. And what 
is lacking to the body, from being a body? Those who define it say that a body is 
what has three dimensions, or that a body is a physical, organic thing potentially 
- having life. Each of these definitions will apply accurately to our body. Now 
_ these things are not imperfect, taken by themselves, even if they are called 
imperfect in relation to the hypostasis of the whole in which parts exist. For 
using this reasoning, one would not be wrong even in interpreting the mystery 
_ of Christ this way. For it is imperfect, if it is understood as meaning he is simply 
- Godor purely man. Therefore, as the great Gregory says, there are two definitions 
- of perfection: one if it is meant for objects by themselves, the other if understood 
- ina relationship. For the Logos is perfect, complete, and a source of perfection; 
and the human soul is perfect, too, as far as concerns the definition of its 
existence. But the Logos is not the complete Christ, even if he is complete God, 
if humanity is not joined to it; nor is the soul a complete human being, even if 
it has a complete essence, unless the body is also understood in conjunction 
with it. And we must also note this in passing: that times, just as places, are not 
understood along with the definitions of things. For they offer only an account 
of the essential elements of things. Then, too, every definition is a definition of 
a present thing, not of what will proceed from it later on, Otherwise nothing 
which is in a process of growth would receive the definition of being what it is, 
since 
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everything in growth and decay never remains what it is, but changes into 
everything else; and all rational essences, which admit of increase and decrease 
in virtue, and are now in this state, now in that, are considered in motion. For it 
is not part of created nature to remain where it is, even if it is properly said of 
God—and him alone—“You are the same-’ 


3. “But, say the proponents of division, “the soul is circumscribed in the body, 
and experiences passions and undergoes pain; if the Logos is united in this way, 
that means you will have to subject him to the same conditions, and make him 
passible and circumscribed” 

What? (I reply). Aren’t you, rather, doing the very things you accuse us of? 
For you are afraid to unite him to flesh and to a complete man, lest he become 
necessarily circumscribed and capable of suffering. But if the Logos is passible 
by nature or admits of spatial location, these things will be so in him because of 
what he is, not because of his union with a circumscribed, passible body, and he 
will thus be passible and circumscribable, even if he never does suffer and never 
is circumscribed; if, on the other hand, he is unchangeable and uncircumscribed 
- and impassible by nature, then even if he comes to exist in a body, he would 
preserve the peculiar character of his impassibility and indeed of his 
unchangeability. After all, when he was creating the world and bringing it to 
this general form, though it had not existed before, he does not seem to have 
fallen from the super-cosmic and supernatural realm into the realm which 
embraces or is included within this world, or to have gone from his own 
freedom from circumscription into being circumscribed by the world—not, 
indeed, in those earlier times when he created it and all within it, nor even later 
when he formed around himself that little world within the great one, man, 
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was he circumscribed. And what is wonderful about that? Since even the human 
soul does not suffer these things simply because it is in the body, but because it 
is made to be able to suffer, even without a body; otherwise it would also become 
_ visible and die and suffer all the other things that the body suffers. But it does 
~ not suffer these things because it has received these possibilities for suffering in 
its essence from God; but it suffers through having the potentiality to suffer, 
which it continues to have even when it leaves the body. The souls in Hades 
show this, as do their bonds, which explain Christ's presence there,“ proclaiming,” 
according to Peter, forgiveness “to the spirits in prison” (1 Pet. 3.19); and 
furthermore, the unclean spirits [make this clear], who are and who will be 
punished, even though they are free of human bodies. 

But the soul suffers by itself, because it has received the capacity to suffer for 
its own benefit; and it suffers bodily passions, strictly according to its union 
with the body to which it is attached, and according to the peculiar character of 
the places in which it is situated; for being suited by nature to suffer by itself, it 
can also admit of this kind of suffering. And it is circumscribed by the very 
structure of its existence, but it is also said to be additionally circumscribed 
because it exists in a circumscribed body. And if it experiences passively also, in 
God’s own way, divine things, then this is not at all because of the body (for how 
could that be? It often struggles against the soul, after all), but by itself, through 
its own nature, with the desiderative part straining towards God in desire, and 
the spirited part bracing up in a manly way and straining along with the 
desiderative part unflinchingly, and with the reason receiving immaterial 
impressions without shadow, illuminated by the form of simplicity. It was well 
said by a divinely wise man [i.e. Evagrius] before our time: “There is a single 
good and eternal longing, which stretches out after true knowledge.” For when 
it defiles these powers, it ends in wickedness and ignorance, and does not derive 
this wickedness from the body, even if some 
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aspects of it are brought to completion through the body. But the Word of God 
would never experience any of these, being unchangeable by nature and 
unalterable. He does not, then, decline to be joined in essence to a human nature 
because his nature is impassible; in that case, his refusal would be a true passion, 
a fear to be in that situation in which the souls of the good, who have him as 
their helper and advocate, suffer no harm from the body but rather are rich in 
God and use their body as an aid to virtue, not a hindrance. 


4. “If the hypostasis of the Logos is perfect,’ they say, “and that of the human 
being whom he asstimed perfect, and if the Logos remains unchangeable and 
the flesh is preserved unalterable, why is it irreverent to speak of two hypostases, 
neither of which is confused with the other?” 

They seem to me to be proposing the question either most maliciously or 
most stupidly. For just as if we had not already explained about perfection, how 
it is understood and its double sense, and further about the proper meaning of 
hypostasis, they pass from the nature of the Logos—a phrase which signifies 
both the common property of a nature and the individual property of the 
hypostasis; for we said, “the nature of the Logos,’ not simply “the nature”-—to 
that which signifies its individuality, the hypostasis. And they say that the 
hypostasis of the Logos is perfect, thus calling the nature of the Son “complete 
in itself”—the nature which is not something else alongside that of the Father, 
but which only differs in the characteristic of individuality through being 
begotten—and they bring forward the individual characteristic instead of the 
individual in which it is a characteristic, and the relationship to each other 
instead of the individuals of whom the relationship is predicated. For some 
names explain the nature of their subjects, others express the relationship of 
things. And one can discover that things of different species join in relationships 
with things of the same species in varying ways: for in the respects in which 
_ things of like species are joined with things of different species, 
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they differ towards each other; and in the respects in which they differ from 
‘things of different species, they are joined to each other. For they are 
- distinguished from each other but joined to things of other species by number, 
and they are joined to each other but distinguished from things of other species 
by definition. ; 

While, then, we can perceive two relationships in the one Logos, one by 
_ which the Son is the same as the Father, the other by which the Son is 
distinguished from him, the one being called by the title, “nature,” the second 
known by the name “hypostasis,” they reverse the relationships and attribute 
‘the one which separates him from the Father—that of “hypostasis”—to the 
flesh, not realizing that the essence of the Logos is the whole nature of God, 
completely possessed by a complete individual, but that it is the note of 
generation which makes him be called “hypostasis” and Son, just as in the 
‘Father’s case the note of being unbegotten and cause reveals him as “hypostasis” 
and Father. And one must note the same concerning the Holy Spirit. For the 
nature of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit is not mutually completing, as if it were 
more fully in the One than in the Three. And the Trinity is by nature whatever 
any one member of the Trinity happens to be; because it is not one perfect 
“being made of three imperfect ones, but from three perfect beings there is one 
uper-perfect and ultra-perfect being, as the great Dionysius says somewhere. 
Tf, then, we perceive six relationships, the two of the Father to the Logos and the 
_ Logos to the Father, the two of the Logos to the flesh and the flesh to the Logos, 
_and the two of Christ to us and us to him, there are three universal pairs. 


10 


15 


20 


148 “ENANTIAXY AOKHZEQS NEXTOPIOY KAI ’EYTYXOYS 


Kai¢ +] ev TpPwWTH TOV ouluyidy oxéais ovTUSs EXEL ws 7 tpirn poev am6 TAs. 
™pearns, deurépa d€ dmr6 THS Eons: ots yap « @Keiwvrar at ldxpdrnres ™pos 
éavrds, évaytiws €xovat mpos THY peony. Qs euTradww 4 w€oy: ols ydp 
évavtins Exet pos EauTHy, oikeiws exer mpds TAS axpdTHTAS, Kal ofs 
TaAw oikeiws EXEL Tpds EAUTHYV, EvavTins EEL TPOS Tas AKpOTHTAS, 
[D] Totrwv ovvrépws eipnpevar, capnvioas ara emi rapadelyparos 
TretpdTopc. KeicOw dé Tpia mpaypara- poxn dards, oda aTrAGs, 
dvOpumos 6 6 ex Buyhs Kal o@paros GuvEeaTars- Kal TOUTWY ai mpos GAAHAG 
oxEoets, olov puxis Tpos puymys puxiis Tpos TO EauTHs OO pLA dvOpesrrou Ne 
mpos TO TADS Oya Kai mpos THY amAds uyyv. Poy wev yap mpds. 
puxnyv TO radT@ THs ovoias yuwpevyn, TH Siagdpw THs vroordceas: 
Staxéxpitat. Tobro } mparn re Kat 4 TeAeuTaia oxéots TOY oulvyidy. 
Puxy) dé mpos 2) éauriis ope TH bev érepoley THs pvoews Siaxéxpiras;” 
jerat dé TH doy ris dmoordcews, iy 7) aAAnAovYosS So) direredece. 
ToUTO 7 Sevrépa Kal peony Siacwlet ox€ats. AvOpurros d€ mpds TO ddd 
oda [1289 A] Kairny ardds puy7y, as dros ravTy TodT WY OLaKEKpyLevos, . 
dud THY Tpds TA EavTOd Lepy TPWTHY oxo SevTépay moretrat TpOs adTa 
Kowwviay. Qote kai 6 Xpiards mpos Huds Kal mpos Tov Larépa, ws 6Aos. 
av é€x pepar, dia Ta Eavtot pépy pearever Tois akpows, dAws prev 
brdoracts Oy mpos Tov Iarépa bid rH Oedry Ta, weTa THS GVO pwTdTHTOS: 


Scholion ad 1, +) pev T parry: Oeds Oecd V (2); 7) rpiry: dvOpumos avOpedmep V (5"); ad 7-8: 
keiobw ... ouves Tas: dpootator, érepotindorarot be é ETEpoovator, povoimoararor be G; ad 
17, mparny axéouw: «mparay oxéouw ry Kat’ érivotay pyot, Kare. é Thy. Kar evapya.. 
dA Berar. G; ad 20-p. 402, iadaracis ... cyecewv: Ort UTdoTAGW elev, Kat «indaraow Sia: 
THY DedryTa Kat tdvopurmdryra» € en, seradarzopevary Tay Kard THY Sidi prov oxesew», ie 
evoow d€ ray év émivola trootdcewy. } yap dvopumdrys avrt kar’ énivoway Kat pouny 
imdoracis AapBdverar «enadrarroudvw» dé etre «rv ox€cewv», ered?) StaxpiverartH 
Uroorace mpos Tov Iarépa katypas, évodras be rals pvacaty, 7 O€ ofkovouia TH UTOOTAGEL. 
évobrat, Siaxpiveras d€ Tals pUceaw.G 


VOG 2 oixeiwyrat OG 3 éyovoat V 5 nat ols wdAw oixeiws exer mpds 
¢ 1 2 Ls wy ba 2 3 i vA > , e 
€QUT?, EVAaVTiWS EXEL TPOS TAS GaKpoTHTas om. O- ExEL oiKkeiws G 8 o om. Ve 


aAAjAas V 9 mpos? om. G il ratv@: atta O 12 re om, V. 
13 4 reAevraia: 7 om. O- adris V 15 ante pon add, 7 i 16 6Aws 
OG* 17 fort. legendum deurépay Tovel, THY mpds avTav, Kowweviay 18 post. 
Hudsadd.reO  apds trév Tartépa: om. mpos O 19 6AwsG* — bAws: GAos OG* «ais? 
6Aos conj. Evans (p. 76, n. 22) 20 droordoe: O 


Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos 149 


And the first relationship of pairs is the same as that which is third from the 
first, next after the middle pair; for as the end pairs are linked within themselves, 
so they are opposed to the middle pair. And the opposite is true of the middle 
one: for as it differs within itself, so it is linked with the end pairs, and as it is 
linked within itself, so it differs from the end pairs. 

Having said this concisely, I shall try to clarify it by an example. Let us 
suppose three things: the soul by itself, the body by itself, and a man consisting 
of soul and body; and let us consider the relationships of these things to each 
other—namely soul to soul, soul to its own body, and man to his body by itself 
and to his soul by itself. Soul is united to soul by having the same essence, and 
is distinguished by the difference in hypostasis. This is the first and the final 
relationship of the pairs. Soul is distinguished from its body by the difference in 
nature, and is united [to it] by the category of hypostasis, which their mutually 
coherent life brings into full being. The second or middle relationship preserves 
this. But man is completely distinguished from his body by itself and his soul by 
itself as being their totality; because he has the first sort of relationship to his 
parts, he brings about the second sort of sharing between them. So Christ, tao, 
acts as aconnecting link between two extremes with regard to us and the Father, 
by means of his parts—if we may consider him a whole made up of parts: he is 
wholly a hypostasis over against the Father, because of his divinity and along 
with his humanity, 
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and he is wholly a hypostasis over against us, along with his divinity, because of 
his humanity. The relationships with respect to distinction and unity—those 
which we know him to have within himself, because of his parts, and those 
which he has towards the Father and us, because of the connection of the parts 
_ to the extremes—vary accordingly. One has to take this reference to “parts” 
prudently; for I do not say they are parts because they are naturally incomplete, 
but because they comprise together the persona of the hypostasis in Christ. So 
Gregory and Cyril said, “the whole is not one nature,” simply and in relation, 
and spoke of “imperfect” and “perfect” [in Christ]. 


5. “What?” they say. “Do we not say that man has one nature, even though we 
_ know that the elements which are joined together are different? What harm 
— does it do, then, since in this case we call the nature one nature without 
destroying the particularity of the parts, if we also seem to do the same thing in 
_ Christ’s case? But you reproach us and ridicule us for introducing confusion in 
_ Christ, because we speak of the parts by referring to the whole.” 

_ If you want to call the parts by the name of the whole, you ought surely to 
_ signify the whole by the term for the parts, too, and then no one would have any 
quarrel with you. If you called the Lord “flesh” or even “man,” you would be 
- naming the whole by a part, but not calling the two one nature. (For often the 
failure to speak precisely brings about a discrepancy in doctrine as well.) 
_ Therefore we often call the whole by the name of a part and the part by that of 
the whole, in accordance with the holy Scriptures and with the interpretations 
handed down from the Fathers, 
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calling the Logos “Son of Man” and confessing that “the Lord of glory” has been 
crucified, But we do not go on from there and do away with the peculiar aspect 
of each quality in the same individual by the exchange of characteristics. And 
further, we also know these things by their proper terms, since we perceive the 
exchange of characteristics in one hypostasis, and recognize the shared peculiar 
quality by making a distinction in natures. But when you use the analogy of 
man, you destroy the image along with the original. For we speak of a single 
nature of man not as you do, by reducing the nature of flesh to being one with 
the essence of the soul, or vice versa, nor indeed do we say that something 
which is neither results from the combination of both; but we call it a nature, 
not in consideration of the relationship of its parts (for there is nothing to 
damage the natural difference between them, even in unity), but we predicate 
the general and specific term of the individual and particular. 

For since, according to what those who have worked out the systems of logic 
have taught us, the partial share in the general and the general is predicated of 
the partial, and the participation of individuals in the species is according to 
nature, while that of the general in the parts is according to predication, we do 
not, as I said, refuse to call the part by the name of the whole. For if the one 
nature represents the whole species man, since there is nothing with another 
essence included under the same species, then the partial is aptly named by the 
title of its universal. For it is impossible to find an individual man who has a 
different essence from man in general. But in the case of Christ, we cannot find 
_ this same set of relationships; for there is no species of “Christs,’ as there is of 
man, so that one of these, himself called “Christ” because he is in some way 
related as an individual to the general common “Christ,” is said to be one nature 
_ in reference to the rest and among the rest, so that we can call him both one and 
two natures, having the one appellation because of what is common and the 
other because of his parts—as we have seen in the case of ourselves. For since 
the reason which holds in our case is not found in his, 
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it is impossible to transfer to him what is only a proper way of speaking for us. 
It is clear here in what respect man is called one and two natures: he has the one 
title because of his sharing in a species, and has the other because his parts 
remain unchanged. But in Christ's case, because he does not belong to a species, 
how can the two be called one? For we have found three ways, and only three, 
in which a thing can be spoken of as one nature: either it is a species, or it 
participates in the same species, or it is formed into a new species through the 
mixture of different species, now sharing in both but not purely belonging to 
either—which those who know about such things call a “bastard.” 

In other ways, too, you propose difficulties like these, to persuade us against 
saying “two [natures]”: not that you say, “two and one,’ as in the case of man, but 
that you say “only one”-—-for that reason, even against your will, the passion for 
confusing things breaks over you, while that for dividing things does not 
subside. For it is not necessary that a single nature should be numerically one— 
unless, of course, it must be very many in number, as many as are the hypostases 
which comprise it. Let us consider it this way: things which are equal to the 
same thing, they say, are equal to each other. Let us suppose, then, a diagram of 
an equilateral, acute-angled triangle. As the first side is related to the second, 
and the second to the third, so the first is related to the third. Draw the three 
sides, then, and put down three persons, one on each side, and you will find that 
as the first is related to the second, and the second to the last, so the first will be 
related to the last. Why do I say this? Because if you concede the right to speak 
of one nature of the Logos and the flesh, and it is acknowledged that the nature 
of the Logos and the Father is one, then you are granting that the nature of the 
flesh and the Father is one. 
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TEPVAAKTAL, KAL TO OLAPOPOY TAV HYWLEVOY, KAV TH EVOTEL, TO OT TO TH 
gvoews KaTayyeAAduevory, Kal TO TaUTOV TOO TpocwToL, dia THS THI 
Hvwpevwn pvoewr eis jiiav dTrdaTacw auvdpoyys avaKkepararovpevov. 
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pdvov pices Opodroyetv, dAAd Kai Tpeis. Las toivuv 7d [Clérepov 
opohoyoivres, Odrepov amavaivecbe; Kainep } dvayxn tod Adyou robrd. 
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Ti obv Hets mpds Taba; Ti ye érepov, 7 OmrEp Kal dpdlov éariv abrois 
OTt “copia pwpod” eori, KaTa THY ypapny, “ddteEéraaro Adyou”; Tod 
yap idlovs domep ob Siapacwpevor, Kal bid TOOTO Obde wéeTTOVTES, Ad'yoU 
€k KaKaY THS apabias aitiwy épvyds Hutv Kal aTMovs—TOs av advTru 
elmoy.t;—ovK evuders avareurralovary. [dons 
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“But,” they say, “we do not hold that the natures are one in the same way, but 
in the case of Father and Son they are one in identity of nature, whereas here 
they are one by reason of union.” Well, then, that which is called one by union is 
not the same as that which is one by nature. If they are not the same, the one is 
unified in one respect, the other in another. In that case, the same thing will be 
one and two, one by union and two in its natures; or if not this, then the same 
thing will be in the same respect of one substance and of more than one, one 
nature and not one nature. What could be more absurd than this? So your “one 
nature” does not escape the division which a nature has in the number of 
persons who share in it, and it has introduced confusion by the identity of the 
composite nature, which no longer presents either of the unified natures after 
union. But we are well protected against both dangers, thank God: the difference 
in what is united is proclaimed, even in their union, by the double predication 
of nature; and the identity of person is summed up by the concurrence of the 
united natures in one hypostasis. 


6. “According to your views, you have explained how we can speak of two 
natures and one on the analogy of the ordinary human being. What follows 
from that? That we must not only confess two natures in Christ, but three! How 
can you maintain the one and deny the other? For the necessity of logic forces 
you, even against your will, to say this.” 

What do we say to this? What else but that the verse of Scripture fits them: 
“The wisdom of the fool is unconsidered speech” (Ecclus, 21.18 LXX). For since 
they have not chewed on their own words, and therefore have not digested 
them, they belch forth on us—how can I put it inoffensively?—the evil-smelling 
breath of the bad food of ignorance. For although every 
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yap Cyticews 76 atropotpevov SiacKkoTovans KaK TOY 6modoyoupérwy 
ad7d auptrepatvovons, of be (odd yap eiar copol, 1.7) OTL THY GtraLdevotar). 
ws aup(Borov 76 dpodoyotpevov eis BidoKeyiv mpotiéaciv, Kai ro 
pavepov ws apaves avAdoyilovrat. Tis yap avOpwrrov picews, KaTa Tas. 
[D]xowds wavrwv évvoias, thy puynv Kat TO o@pa SyAovons Kal 
SUGOHpAwavans, Ws TOAAGKIS EpnY, TH OAW TA pépy, Of dé TO TAaL~ 
TrApaKExwpnKas THs evvolas ws dropov AauPdvovaty- ws dv ei Tivos Hudv 
dtropaivouevou Ort <ot» 51) dAobv Tt Xphwa eat 6 GvOpwros, 7} o@pa 
povov 7 buyy 2dvor, kat bia Toro a€tobar Kal emt Xpiotod tpets A€yew 
gues, WS ody Lkavis ovans THs avOpwrov picews cuverayeabat éauTh 
ra pepy. Avo [1296 Ajyap pices Adyouev od Ocov Kat capKos, oUTE put 
Ocot caliuyys, dAAG cot kai avOpatrov. ObS€ yapéati kupios avOpmmov 
puats 7 TOU wEpous Pvors. Dore 6 cinav dvOpwrov 7 pio. avPpwmov Tas 
gtces eOnAwoev: 6 §€ Xpiorov dvoudoas ovy duoroyounevyv Kal Tals 
évvoiats Hua@v dvaorinrovoay otte KAjow wvdpacev, ovTE Tpaypa- 
dedHAwKev. Kat SnAobary ai didpopor 7epi adrov mapa Xprortavois bd€ai;. 
moAAat TE Kat ToiKiNar TUYXEVvovOaL, Kal GAAHAGIS Btapaxeuevat—ovK. 
av yevopevar, et ev0ews 4 Tod Xprotod mpoonyopia tH Tov UroKeysevou 
mpdyparos dAnbevar conatvev, AM H pev avOpwrrov mpocnyopia Kou 
tis €Tt Kal TAL dednpLooreupern, ovr hkvora dé Xproriavois. H dé rod. 
Xprorod TEXVLRD [B]xad emornpoviKg TpoaeouKev ovopart. ‘Qs yap. 
éxeiva pdvot ioacw of THS abrHs peTetAnydores Traideias, orw jdvois 
trois Ta Geta copots TeTpdvwrarh ev 7@ dvomate Kexpuppery aAjGera. 
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éret KaTapédolwoav atrot ris amadevoias, kal éx Tpidv adbrov 
Sporoyjowor picewr, Kal Tuets ye orép£ower ta e€ dv yéyovev 
dpodoyovvres puddtreaban &v 7H ev @ Tatra yuwpilerar—omdte ovK eK 
tpidv rovor, dAAd Kal é€x TmAEdvwy abrov A€ye exBracOhoovras, ws 
abfis detopev. 
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discussion investigates one line of questions and draws conclusions on it from 
agreed premises, they—who are not wise, except in the field of ignorance—are 
proposing as a question for investigation what has been agreed on, and draw 
conclusions about the obvious as if it were something obscure. For although 
“human nature,’ according to common understanding, refers to soul and body 


_. and signifies, as I have often said, both parts and the whole, they take what 


everyone mentally concedes as a problem. So that when one of us points out 
that man is not a simple thing, either body alone or soul alone, therefore they 
think that one must speak of three natures in Christ, as if“human nature” were 
not enough to convey, by itself, its parts. We speak of two natures, not of God 
and flesh, nor indeed of God and soul, but of God and man. Nor is the nature of 
a part human nature, properly speaking. So that if one says “man” or “human 
nature” he has referred to these natures. But if one mentions the name of Christ, 
one is not naming or referring to a thing which is agreed upon, or subject to our 
understanding. The different opinions among Christians about him make this 
clear: they are many and varied, and they conflict with each other, but they 
would not exist, if the title “Christ” simply signified the true nature of its subject. 
But the title “man” is something common and evident to all—not least to 
Christians. But the name “Christ” resembles a technical, scientific word; for just 
as only they understand such words who have received the same training, so 
the truth hidden in the name [“Christ”] is clear only to those learned in the 
things of God. 

They also witness to the truth of our argument, who keep urging that Christ 
is “from two natures,’ but never say he is “from three natures, even though they 
grant to the flesh of Christ a rational soul. Let them begin a new brand of 
nonsense and confess him to be “from three natures”: we will be content to 
confess that the elements from which he comes are preserved in him, in whom 
they are recognized, since they will be forced to say that he is not simply “from 
three” but from more, as we shall show in our turn. 
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"Ett Tov mpayeareav 7 dmay Kat i xaBdAou emtBory € EVVOLAY 7LeV drooxepi oe 


[C]xat drpdverov eprrotet: 7 9 O€ TOUTWY KaT érrivotav Siaipeats’ eis dpe 
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THY mperrny Staipeow mreipacbat TEpver, Karayéhacrov- ov yap pe xp : 
rouTou LaTnaL, GAN em’ direipov EKTEvEL THY Bec piav. : 
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A yet simple and general perception of things creates in us general, unexplained 
understanding; but the distinction of them by means of concepts brings us to 
an accurate knowledge of the elements from which it is composed. For this 
reason we undertake the distinction of a whole into its parts; but to try and 
divide the parts into parts, after this first division, is ridiculous; for it does not 
- put a stop to the investigation there, but goes on to infinity. 

What I mean is something like this. The parts of man are soul and body. The 
parts of his parts are, in the case of the soul, rational essence and incorporeal 
quality, under which we subdivide the authoritative part, the spirited part, and 
the desiring part, then the cognitive and the discursive faculties, memory and 
will and opinion, the appetitive and the stimulative, the defensive and the active, 
and many others besides these. (Let us lay aside for now the question of whether 
these are in the soul as parts or as powers, and which are present one way, which 
the other; for that is not part of our present investigation.) Then the division 
of the body begins: into parts which are like others and parts which are not; 
and these again into head, hands, and feet; and these into bones and flesh and 
nerves; and these into the four elements; and these into form and matter. 
And the medical writers theorize about many other things, too: about physical 
powers of which they call one the attractive, one the retentive, another the 
transformative, another the eliminative; and they say a great deal about 
perception and imagination, and about the vital and organic spirit which holds 
the living being together and which, they tell us, is a different thing from the 
rational soul. 
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‘RQorep Toivuy aTOxX py ™pos TO Tapaorhoat TavTa mavTa Oia TOD od pa ae 
eimely 7 oda avOpurov, Kat dardx pn mdAtv da THs Aoyerijs Puyis Theis 
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Oi dé ody iva atrov avOpwrov réAetov atnoghvaaiy, dAN iva tov Kiprov: 
GUKOPAVTHGWaL, Kal THs HwEeTepas avTov dAAorprdower pboews, [B]F pr) 
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KaTa TO evayyeAvov Adyou, GAA oKETTUKTS Dewpias Kal mepurriis TOG EEE 
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As it is enough, then, if one wishes to call all these things to mind, to say 
“human flesh” or “human body,’ or again it is enough to say “rational soul” to 
mean the parts into which it is divided (for no one likes technical language, nor 
are the faithful accustomed to it), so it is enough for one to say “mam or “nature,” 
- to represent and mean.by them everything they consist of and are known by. 
But these people make subtle distinctions about such things, not to show him 
to be a perfect man, but to slander the Lord and to make him alien to our 
- nature, either because he did not assume what is ours at the start, or because he 
did not preserve intact what he took from us, the infallible pledge of the 
salvation ofall [human] nature.Butletthem learn thatwhilethe acknowledgment 
of the parts is, as I said, the sign of the intactness of the whole, the subdivision 
_ of parts into other parts does not belong to dogmatic brevity or the concise 
- language of the gospel, but to skeptical speculation and to a kind of technical 
language which to most people is excessive and hard to grasp. For the parts of 
Christ are unmingled: godhead and manhood. Soul and body are not parts of 
Christ but parts of a part; once we have signified them by the full meaning 
implied in the nature of man, the subdivision of the parts into natures is 
unnecessary, unless one intends to introduce the rest of the chain of distinctions 
to these subdivisions, which we made earlier in the case of the ordinary man, so 
that then one must proclaim not three natures in Christ—as they will have 
- it—but even more. And what could be more ridiculous than that? 


7. “Since the whole quarrel was set in motion because the manner of union is 
not understood by most people and therefore is disputed by everyone, you 
ought to philosophize about that, so that we may be able to know whether we 
disagree about that too, or whether, despite our agreeing about that, our dispute 
is rather about the product of the union, and whether it is about things 
themselves or simply about the words referring to them. In this way the question 
will become clear, and the truth of the issues will be evident; then he who 
disagrees out of ignorance or impiety will be exposed, whether for correction 
or for judicial reprimand.” 
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TH evwow THs OedtyTOs Tpos THY avOpwrdTyTAa ot LEV KAT’ OdGiaY, of 
dé car’ évépyeray, of dé KaTa yrwpny yeyevnoba amepHvavto. Eiat §é oh 
Kat evAdBeav mepittyy | exovTes | UroKpivdpevol, pndetépw tay 
cipn eva mpooeevro,dppytov dé adray Kal dar ovdpaoroy veyevjoban 
atrepyvavTo—eire oUTws ExovTes EtTE ob, TOUS ehéyxous d Dpopwpevor Tis 
doePeias. Ew paxapev yap Katvov Twas,ol TAVU para: TE Kai menarnuevay 
Tv mept THis EVMOEWS evvotav EXOVTES, appynrov auriy edeyor, t tVQ pay 
pdvov TH EVAVTi TO EVAYTLOV KATATKEVEOWOLY, TOUTEDTLY TH APpHTW TO 
paror, BAN ica TOUS edéyxous éxkaAivworv. [1300 A] ‘Qanep dpenet Kae 
ETE pO, émt THS GapKos tov Kupiov Tay parraciay Kparovew 7 iy 
ovyxvaty omovdatovres, ‘eoapxain,” pacir,” ‘ws Hoey cev, KO. WS BOvos. 
oldev abrds.” 00 yap iva rabra Tapacrhawau, émi THY ovrens dvevhaBi 
ywpotory evrAdBevav (H yap av mpos Td E€auris Hye pas ToUTOUS 7 dAnOeta), 
GAN iva Kar’ é€ovolay amoKéxypyvrat tH doeBeia, émi Ta ceuva THV 
BVOMAT WY, WS Els TL KpAaTE pov TE Kal dvaAwTov ppodprov, KaTapEtyovaty. 
Appynros yap dvtws éotly Kal dvevvdntos povyn } Kar’ ovoiay Te Ka 
ovoiwdns Kal evuTdatatos evwats. [ds yap 7a TooovTov KaTa THY ptaw 
Tapnrraypeva kal paKpa Sipkropeva GAAnAots Te cuveBy Kal Kpabeyra, 
ov ovyKéxuTat, AAG Kai €or €v, Kal yuwpilera dbo, Kat ovTE TH 
LOvadiK@ TOO mpoowrov ovprrépuprat oUTE dia Tas [Blidid7HTAs THV 
ptoewy eis Uroardces pepileray Tatra miotis ywpel pdovy, Kal Adyos 
Betos, 6 ma ev Tpopopa AéEews, GAN’ év TH KaT’ evVOLQY eAd piper TPAvany. 
TATA, Kat i apbeyKrous didacKkaAiaus pvorayaryay Tovs agi ious. 
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GdnAos, ovde Adyou GEwréov- oi yap uHTE TO PAs TappHoraldpevor, av. 
ToUToU TUXOLEV EXOVTES, pare oKoTw ovyrexahigbat avTayv Tas buyas. 
dvoxepaivovres, ws avidtws exovres Kal mpos Huda Starrrvécbwoar. 
TTepi dé 
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Some have argued that the union of godhead with manhood has taken place 
in essence, others in operation, others in will. And there are some who had, or 
pretended to have, an excessive reverence, and have not associated themselves 
with any of these formulas, but have proclaimed that it is ineffable and 
unnameable, sensing the danger of accusations of impiety, whether they really 
. felt this way or not. Even now we see some who have a perfectly expressible and 
trite notion of the union, but call it ineffable, so as not only to use an opposite 
to produce its opposite—namely, to explain something by saying it is 

inexpressible—but also to avoid contradiction. So indeed others, eager to 
- establish for the flesh of the Lord an imaginary or a confused reality, say: “He 
was made flesh as he willed to be, and as only he understands.” They do not 
move to this position of reverence, which is in fact irreverence, in order to 
' prove this statement (or else the truth would have brought them to its own 

light), but they take refuge in pious-sounding phrases, as if in some strong, 
. impregnable fortress, in order to make the fullest possible use of impiety. For 
_ only the substantial, concrete union of essences is truly ineffable and beyond 
understanding. For how have things which differ so much from each other in 
nature, and deviate so greatly, come to join one another, and have not become 
confused in their mixture? How are they one, yet understood as two, and are 
neither confounded by being one single person nor divided into hypostases by 
the individual characteristics of the natures? Only faith can grasp this, and the 
divine word, which makes this clear, not in the pronunciation of speech but in 
. the illumination of the understanding, and which leads along those who are 
worthy by soundless teaching. 

It is not, then, worth talking about those who suffer from exaggerated 
reverence as long as the point remains unclear; for since they neither speak 
- freely about the light, if they should chance to lay hold on it, nor take it hard if 
. their souls are shrouded in darkness, we, too, regard them with contempt as 
- incurables. But as for 
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the rest, this is the way we shall argue. Those who allege that the union is not 
one of essences, but of operation or good-will, or some other relationship of 
“that kind, come nowhere near the truth, but have divided up the manifold lie, 
each wresting some part of it for himself and only agreeing with one another in 
their failure to find the truth. After all, what kind of union would it be, and how 
would it deserve the name of a union which is supernatural and unique, second 
only to the first, unique union, if it did not bind real things together and make 
them one and the same? So that it makes me wonder when they profess a union 
f this sort, and then add the words “unconfused” and “unchanged”; for what 
kind of change could they justly suspect in the division of things, when they 
confuse dignities into one dignity (for dignities could never become one dignity 
jn an unconfused way, any more than natures could become one nature without 
being changed!), but separate the essences? Union of dignity, after all, is not a 
union of things. Otherwise we shall have to assimilate everyone who has 
obtained the divine dignity to the divine essence, and suppose two natures in 
every one of the saints. (For the amount of dignity would not entirely divide 
things which differ in dignity, but as much of it as there is would also, by so 
much, join the natures together; it would surely not separate them completely, 
f the element which joins them is not entirely divided.) For insofar as they 
share in his dignity, they ought then to share in the Logos’s nature. Or if they 
wish to join the other saints, besides Christ, to some other member of the 
Trinity, let them take responsibility for that in their impiety; for they are called 
ods and sons of God and holy spirits, according to the phrase, “He who adheres 
to the Lord is one spirit [with him]” (1 Cor. 6.17). 
How, then, if all of rational and blessed creation, both angelic and human, is 
filled with the deifying and son-making grace of the Spirit, is only he who has 
come forth from the Virgin called in and following Scripture God and Son of 
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and is worshipped by every rational nature? For the atheists should have realized 
that, even if the choicest of the varied gifts which have been given should reside 
in higher rather than lower creatures, still the grace of vitality and the gift of 
dignity is common to all. They must then either join them with God the Word, 
or with whichever one of the members of the Holy Trinity they wish, or even 
with the whole blessed Trinity, [join them] as two natures and distinguish 
[among them] two of three or four hypostases, or else they must not even unite 
him with the nature of God the Word or make him by composition into one 
Son, nor let him share one name with the archetypal Son; but they must not 
think one thing and say the other. For since there is one kind of natural sonship, 
from which all sonship is derived, the man they have trumped up must 
necessarily either share in natural sonship or else in that which comes by grace; 
and they must either join him to the Only-begotten in such a way that a union 
of essences makes available to one nature what belongs to the other, or else—no 
longer able to stand being reverent—they must openly put him in the same 
category as everyone else. But they do not speak their impiety openly (evil, after 
all, is naturally lacking in frankness), and they neither love the truth, nor fear the 
wages of the deceitful tongue. But let them be driven out of the divine assembly, 
along with the fathers of their impiety, Nestorius and those who taught and were 
taught by him; and let the truth of a union of essences be proclaimed loudly, and 
let us reflect philosophically about this, as accords with truth. 

For the danger is not small that those who have been turned away from this 
error will fall into the opposite, and equally wrong, one of confusion. In order 
that the difference may become clear to us between the union of things which 
are united in essence but not changed and that of things whose nature it is to be 
changed by union, and [that we may know] what the form of the first kind and 
what the product of the second kind is, let us make the following division. All 
beings are joined to each other by universal common predicates and then are 
distinguished from each other by specific individuating differences, and [such 
_ predications]neither confuse what is distinct by these unions, 
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nor separate what is united by the distinctions, but if one is to speak 
paradoxically—and follow the Fathers—they are united in distinction and 
distinguished in union. And there are two groups of unions and distinctions. 
- Some things are united in species and distinguished in hypostases, others are 
distinguished in species but united in hypostases; and of these things which are 
~ united in species but distinguished in hypostases <or distinguished in species 
but united in hypostases>, the one group has a simple kind of union and 
division, the other a compound kind. Now let us avoid discussing things which 
have this double relationship of the simple kind; the explanation of them in 
detail is not part of our present investigation, and it is beyond most people's 
knowledge and understanding anyway. But we must speak of things which are 
related by composition or combination or mixture or union or whatever one 
wants to call the essential relationships of things which belong to different 
species—leaving it to those who quibble about names to decide which of the 
‘terms, in their opinion, is more expressive or more proper. We are eager to 
know, and thus have little time for choosing words! 
. Of things that have substantial existence, then, and are united in essence, 
some preserve the proper character of their existence, even in union, others 
‘confuse and destroy [it], injuring what is most important in what is united. Of 
this first group, the relation which is observed with and in each other produces 
‘one thing from both, and, as one might say, shows it to be numerically one, 
preserving the difference of existence in the sameness of unity. An example of 
this among living things is a man like us; among simple or natural bodies, any 
‘sort of relationship of objects which are independent substances, capable of 
xisting by themselves, towards one another. It is possible to observe this sort of 
relationship in a lamp: the wick is one thing, the flaming substance of fire again 
another; and existing with and in each other, both of them form one lamp. If 
one wanted to put it in a forced way, one might say it is woody fire, or enkindled 
wood; the one shares in the brilliance of the fire, the other partakes in the earthy 
denseness of the torch, and each exchanges its characteristics with the other, 
both remaining in their unique, unconfused individual existence. 
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But let no one, again, take the paradigm in a frivolous way, if it has some 
dissimilarity in it, and point out the oil which is the medium of union for these 
* elements, either its underlying oily quality, or its not lasting permanently but 

being consumed; let him remember what we said before about an example and 
_the limitation with respect to it. The same mixture can be found in the case of 
fire and air, and air and water; the mixture of water and earth, after all, 
approaches the form of union by confusion, since it makes it possible for wet, 
_light-particled substances, which differ by qualitative variation, to undergo the 
transformation and change of elements that comes from interaction. I will omit 
“even mentioning qualities which often exist in each other even when their 
substances are divided, and participate in each other unmixed, as when the rays 
of the light-giving stars, when mixed with each other and with the air, preserve 
their qualitative and quantitative individuality. Human ingenuity, which 
imitates nature, proves this: if, according to the great Dionysius, one were to 
light many torches and enclose them all in one room, and then detach one from 
the rest and take it out of the room, he would remove its light along with it, but 
it would not take, beyond that, anything from the others nor again lose anything 
of its own to them. And to speak generally, none of the things united undergoes 
change or confusion unless each of the united things possesses passible 
qualities. Of things which are not so constructed, the active quality would affect 
and not be itself affected, the passible would be affected and not act; but in 
~ objects to which the principle of reciprocal influence is common, they are 
affected and produce effects to a greater or lesser extent, according to the 
predominance or equality of effect-producing causes in each. This is what 
happens in all solubles and metals, and in things that are mixed or dissolved 
- together by the contrivance of doctors or craftsmen. 
Since we have explained this in advance, one ought to realize that things 
which have the power to change or alter each other, consisting of elements of 
many different species and substances, preserve nothing of the compounded 
elements inviolate after compounding has taken place, but by mixing all their 
characteristics and confusing them from every source and beyond every 
definition, [the compounding] produces another, 
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completely mixed species, and there is a mess and confusion of many hypostases 
and natures by the mixture, which preserves neither the individuating character 
of the hypostasis nor the common element of the nature, but produces another 
thing which grew out of them but in no respect is the same as the things from 
which it grew. If, then, godhead and manhood, united in essence, do not 
preserve their peculiar natural constitution even in the union, they are confused, 
and neither godhead nor manhood remains, but another form of being which 
has grown out of them but is not they, is produced. What could be more 
irreverent or more disgusting than this—even to conceive of it, let alone to hold 
and teach it? 

It remains, then, from our investigation of the subject of union in essence 

that we must accept the unmixed individuality of godhead and manhood 
according to the models we have mentioned, gleaning from all of them some 
faint impression of the truth that is above all examples, and which reveals that 
there is one being produced from these things, which is either a person or a 
hypostasis or an individual or a subject or whatever else one wants to call it—I 
have no preferences. But as for those who divide by joining them in dignity or 
- authority or some other divisive relationship of this sort, our argument above 
has repulsed them and put them to flight, proving that they divide the natures 
by means of hypostases, natures which share nothing in common and exhibit 
: no reciprocity. 
_ After saying this, according to the humble measure of intelligence given us 
_ by God, we refer the reader to the teachings of the inspired Fathers, from which 
' we too have drawn these things, with the hope of giving drink to all lovers of 
truth in a small container, with the arguments of our humble reason. And you, 
who yearn for the truth, have these things as a cure for forgetfulness and a 
~ memorial of our love for after our final departure, lest with time the beauty of 
love should melt away altogether. Bridle the bold, lead on the simple towards 
the pure and unmixed ray of truth which shines in the holy Fathers through 
_ these texts, 
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and pray for us, who have dared to write this in love,as conscience prompts, and. 
against our will. And thanks be to God in all things for each of his gifts, for all 
ages. Amen. 


PROLOGUE TO EXCERPTS FROM THE HOLY FATHERS 


As I prepare to offer excerpts of the holy Fathers in confirmation of our 
arguments, I beg the reader to pay close attention, since instruction in the 
wonderful counsels of the Spirit requires an intelligent hearer. For argument 
becomes weak when it resounds in ears weighed down by the filth of ignorance; 
“as a golden earring or a precious carnelian is fastened to us, such is a wise word 
in the ear that listens well” (Prov. 25.12), the wise proverb declared. Therefore 
let us purify the hearing of our divine sensibilities from every burden, from 
prejudice that stiffens and deafens the mind. Now we shall bring forward a 
“cloud of witnesses, as the Apostle puts it (Hebr. 12.1), in the hope that 
unbelievers will give way at least to such as these. And indeed, because of their 
ingrained contentiousness, we have not brought forward any double-meaning 
or ambiguous text, nor called undistinguished Fathers as witnesses; but we have 
invoked only the most renowned, who shine brightly in the whole world, and 
we have produced the clearest and least contestable proof-texts, as a way of 
excluding all speculation with respect to the truth. We have quoted the saints 
not when they speak of [natures] “out of which” or “away from which” or “from 
which,” or who say “before the union” (as our opponents like to say) or “in the 
union,’ and not even “after the union” —if indeed there is an end to it, according 
to their brand of wisdom—but of [natures] “in which” and “through which,” 
“either” and “through either” and “both,” “natures” and “substances,” “existing” 
and “preserved, both “in union” and “infinitely inseparable,’ in the “hypostatic 
union on the level of substance.” 
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But if someone, like the “impious one” of Scripture, shows no respect for the 
number of these witnesses or the credibility of their persons (for “Impious, it 
says, is the one who does not reverence the person of someone honorable” [Job 
-34,19]), but produces undistinguished and unrecognized texts to oppose them, 
either from the same or from other authors, let him show first that these [present 
texts] are not from the authorities we say, and we might then accept theirs; but 
as long as these retain their force, by the brilliance of the arguments and the 
eminence of the Fathers, we either will not accept their opposing texts from the 
beginning, or else, if we accept them, we will do it because they contain a 
meaning that harmonizes with these and in no way conflicts with them. For to 
attempt to lead the [great] theologians to oppose each other, and to say they 
have been in conflict among themselves, is not an assault against us but against 
their reputation, or rather against Paul's name, and even against the authority of 
the Holy Spirit and of Christ, who speaks in Him. For after the Apostles and the 
prophets, God has placed teachers in the Church, according to the unsearchable 
plan of the Spirit, “for the work of service, for the building-up of the body of 
Christ” (Eph. 4.11-12). Therefore the person who does not receive the Fathers, 
those resplendent and famous [leaders] in the Church of God, clearly is resisting 
the command of God. 

We can learn, then, how substance (ousia) differs from individual (hypostasis), 
and nature (physis) from person (prosopon), from the great stars Basil and 
Gregory, who brought what we are now investigating under a rule and definition, 
clearly teaching what substance is and what hypostasis, and how nature is the 
same as substance, hypostasis as person, and how and of what realities these are 
predicated, and what terms are substitutes for them, what are implied with 
them—since the situation of God is the opposite of that of the Incarnation, 
with respect to the linking and variation of these words. And after we lay out 
[the contribution of] these theologians, we will introduce the other holy 
teachers, allowing one or two texts, at least, to present the whole thinking of 
these divinely wise writers. For they will be sufficient to win the respect of the 
well-disposed; but the whole chorus of saints could not persuade those who are 
not so, even if we were to draw abundantly from all their teaching and pour it 
out here, 
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1. BY ST BASIL, FROM THE LETTER TO TERENTIUS 


If we must also say what seems right to us, we will say this: substance has the 
same relationship to hypostasis that the universal has to the particular. For each 
of us participates in being through the common structure of substance, and is 
this or that particular being by the characteristics that cling to it. And so here 
lie. in God]: the structure of substance is common, including goodness, 
divinity, or whatever else we may think of; but the hypostasis is recognized in 
the characteristic of fatherhood or sonship or the power to make holy. Now if 
they say the personas do not exist concretely [anypostata], their saying will 
become untenable at that point; but if they agree that they exist in truly 
hypostatic ways, as they confess, then let them start counting! In this way, the 
structure of consubstantiality is preserved in the unity of nature, and the pious 
recognition of Father and Son and Holy Spirit will be proclaimed in the 
complete and full hypostasis of each of those named. 


2. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM 
THE LETTER TO AMPHILOCHIUS 


“substance (ousia)” and “hypostasis” differ from each other in the same way as 
the universal and the individual, as in the relationship between “living being” 
and this or that human being. 
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[3] KAI MEO” ETEPA 


Oi bé rabrév Aéyorres odciav Kal brdaTaot, avayKalovrat mpdowma, 
pedvov Gpodroyety didgopa. 


[4] TOY AYTOY EK THE SYNOAIKHS ENMIXTOAH2, 
EN 'H KAOYIHOLPPAWAI TIEMOIHKEN EYSTAOION 
TON APMENION, EN ‘YUONOIAA TPENOMENON 
QS TANANTIA AOZAZONTA 


2 a A . oa ee ee 

HpoojKer roivur évapyds opodoyety 6 Tt meaTevovat KaTa TA PHuaTa Ta, 
a ft , t a SEH 

ind Thv Huetépwv tratépwy éxreOévta ev 7H Nixaia, kal Kata THY ByLds. 


bd TOV pnudtwr eupepouevyy Sidvorav ctor yap Twes ot kal év tadry Ty 


miaret Sodotrres Tov Adyov THs dANOeElas, Kai mpds TO EavTav BovAnua Tov 
votv trav év adrh pnudatwy éAxovres: Grrov ye kal Mapxedos érdAunoev 
doceBads apvycacbat TH Undcraaww Tod Kupiov jpadv Tyoot Xpiorod Kal - 
Adv avrov e€nyovpevos Adyov, exeev mpopacicaba Tas dpyas eiAnpévan. 

<AEONTIOY> 800 tot Kupiov judy Inoot Xpiorod piav brdéotacw. 
elpnxev 6 dtddoKados, mpodiacretAas ju) TavTov elvat odotav Kal dmdaTaaW. 


[5] TOY ATIOY FPHTOPIOY TOY 
OBOAOTOY’EK TOY LYNTAKTIKOY 


= .eo¢ 5 
Torevopeveis atépa kat Yiov cai dytov Iveta, dpoovaid re Kat o4.000€a. 


[3] Basilius, ibid. (PG 32, 884 C2-4; ed. Y. Courtonne, III, 54, il, 22-3). C£ etiam: Pamphi: : 
VII (177, il. 96-8); Max Conf, Ep. 15 (545 B2~4); Sev. Cir. Gram. Il, 33 (262, I. 17-19; tr. 205, 
I. 10-12; 4); Doctr, Patr. 6, XH (37, 1.2; 4); Theor., Disp. (132 C6-8; 1) : 

[4] Basilius, Ep. 125, Professio Fidei Eustathii Episc. Sebasteias (PG 32, 545 C5-D1; ei : 
Y. Courtonne, II, 31, ll. 16-25). Cf. etiam: Max. Conf, Ep. 15 (545 C5-15; 1); Doctr. Patr. 6, X (37,: 
IL. 7-8; 4); Theor., Disp. (132 D2-133 Al; 1) : 

[5] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 42 (PG 36, 476 C1£~13). Cf etiam: Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 179 (38; - 
1.29; 1); Max. Conf, Ep. 15 (548 C6-7; | ); Doctr. Patr. 6, XII (37,1. 12; 1); Theor., Disp. (133 C9-10; ty: : 


VOG [3] 3 pdvov post didpopa transp. Pamph. 
[4] 7 TA’7ENANTIAV 8 mpoonKet Tolvuy evapyas Sporoyetv: Aap Bdve roiver’ 
abrovs duodoyoivras taconKe: Basil. 8-9 +d om, V; post zarépwy transp. Doctr: 
Patr. 9 ray rarépwv Hudv Basil.  Nixadwy V, DoctrPatr. 10 dé: &« Doctr: 
Patr. post pnudray add. rovrwy Basil. (txt. cod.M) — éxpepopev nv O; euparvopevny Basil... 


Doctr. Patr, 12 MdprerXos VO 13 doeBdis: doeBav eis Basil, Maxo2:: | 
Conf. dpvyioacba om. VO;  érddAunoev  dpvijcacbas doeBas Doctr. oe 


Patr. 14 cionyoupevos Doctr. Patr. _Adyor: dvOperov G ethnpevat: ei xp7} pavas:: 
Doctr. Patr. post eiAnpéevar continuit tod éuooveioy riv didvoav KaKOS eEqyoupevos 
Basil. Scholion Leontii «<AEONTIOYs  addidi 166 diddcnaros om, OG 
[5] 18 YYNTAKTHPIOY Greg. Naz., Max. Conf., Doctr. Patr. (txt. Theor.) 
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3. AND LATER ON 


Those who say that substance and hypostasis are the same thing, are forced to 
confess that only the personas (prosopa) are different. 


4, BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SYNODAL 
LETTER WHICH HE REQUIRED EUSTATHIUS THE 
ARMENIAN TO SIGN, WHEN HE HAD COME UNDER 
SUSPICION OF BELIEVING THE OPPOSITE 


It is proper, then, to confess clearly what they [ie. opponents of the Nicene 
faith] believe, according to the formula of words laid out by our Fathers in 
Nicaea, as well as the meaning borne in a healthy way by those words. For there 
are some who are deceitful about the formulation of truth, even in using this 
formula of faith, and who twist the meaning of its words according to their own 
intention. So Marcellus impiously dared to deny the hypostasis of our Lord 
. Jesus Christ, and in explaining it as a mere word, professed that he had taken his 
basic principles from that source. 


<Leontius:> Notice that the teacher speaks of the one hypostasis of our Lord 


Jesus Christ, after explaining that substance and hypostasis are not the same 
_ thing. 


5. BY GREGORY THE THEOLOGIAN, 
FROM HIS FAREWELL DISCOURSE 


_ We believe in Father and Son and Holy Spirit, one in substance and one in glory. 
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{6] KAI ME@"ETEPA 


To pev ev Th ovaia yvaapilovres KQLT® dpepiore THS TpOoKUYHTEWS, TA 
de Tpia Tais broordacow F Hyouv mpoowmors 7] 6 rixcov pido Kadety- pnde 
yap ot wept TavTa Cuyopayotrres daynuoveitwoar. 


[7] TOY AYTOY’EK TH ITPOS KAHAONION TIPQTHE 
ETHXTOAHS: TAYTHS AE THE XPHSEQS KAI‘O MAKAPIO“S 
‘ETTEMNHZOH KYPIAAOS’EN TH KAT AYTON ZYNOAQ 


, \ \ , 4 vy ny 4 \ LA € y9trs 
Piers pev yap dvo Feds Kat avOpwaros, eet Kal ux) Kat o@p.ar viol dé 0d. 
dv0 ob Geoi, obdE yap « evraida duo avOperrrou, et ei Kat oUTws 6 ITatios Té 
€vT0s TOD avOpwrrov Kal 7d ExTOs Tpoanydpevoer. Kal ei Set 


[6] Gregorius Nazianzenus, ibid. (PG 36, 477 A3-6). Cf. etiam: Justn., Cir. Mon., Test 179 (38; 

1. 31-3; t); Pamph. XI (211, ll. 243-9; 1); Doctr. Patr. 6, XI (37, 1. 12; 1); Theor., Disp. (133, C13-D2; 1); 
I 4-5 (70 prev ... poouots): Max. Conf, Ep. 15 (548 C11-13; 1); (ro prev ... xarety): 
Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test 52 (209); fl. 3-4 (7d Se... doynpovelrwoay): Doctr. Patr. 22, III (139, ll. 6-7; 1)-: 
[7] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Ep. 101, Ad Cledonium I (PG 37, 180 A6-B3; ed. P. Gallay, SC 208, 44, 
1. 6-46, L. 2). C£ etiam: Theor., Disp. (141 B1-14); Fac. Herm., Def. Tr. Cap. 1,5, 15-15 (31,11 103-14; 1); 
Conc. Eph., Coll. Vat. 54, 14 (43, Il. 26-33; 1); Coll. Ath. 75, 14 (93,1. 18-25; 1); Leont. Byz., DTN, Test. 56 
(1); Huth. Zig., Pan. 14 (885 A9-B7; 1); 1.11 (pices ... dvOparros) Anast. Sin. Hod. X, 1. 2.93 f. (152); 
IL 11-12 (pdcets ... Beot): Conc. Chalc., Ad Marc., Test. 3 (114 [473], IL 15-16); Sev., Ad Neph. I (34; 
1. 16-18; tr. 26, Il. 5-6); Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test .11 (1820 B1-3); Syn. Hispal. XIII, Test. 7 (566 D9-11); 
Ps.-Joan. Mar, Test. 7 (194); Flor. Mare. 573, f. 32%; Il 11-13 (pdoes ... tpoonydpevcer): Justn., Cir: 
Mon., Test. 154 (32, 11. 25-9; 3); Joan. Dam., Cir. Jac., Test 10 (146. no, 98); Doctr. Patr, 2,1 (11,1.7);29, VI 
(207,L 3); 1 11-p.35,1.3 (doers ... dAAos): Vat. Gr. 1431, 66, 15 (35, IL 2~7; Ds IL 11-p. 35,13 (pices 
.. yéevotro): Thdt., Eran, il, Test. 41 (166, 1. 25-167, 1 5) Innoc, Mar, Test. 59 (179, Il. 25-9); Flor. Len, 
131, Test. 1; IL 11~p.35,1.4 (gdoets ... cuyxpdcet): Gelasius, De Duab. Nat,, Test. 22b (548); Sev. Ctr: 
Gram. IIE, 8 (148, Il. 8-20; tr. 103, ll. 11-23); 1. 13~p, 35,1 4 (cai ef det... cvyxpdcer): Sev., Antijul. (143, 
127-144, | 2; tr. 119, I. 23-8); IL. 13-p. 35,16 (kat ef det... Pedryri): Joan. Dam., Cer. Jac., Test. 13 (146 
£, no. 101); p. 35,11.2-3 (GAAo ... yevore): Sev, Ad Serg. 2 (126, 1. 26-127, 1. 2; tr. 95, ll. 19-22); p. 35, 
Il. 2-4 (GAAo ... cvyxpdaet): Sev. Ad Neph. II (48, il. 19-23 tr. 36, IL. 6- 10); p. 35, I. 2-4 (dAdo: 
dvoudaeter): Sev., Ad Neph. I (34,11. 20-5; tr .26, Il. 8-16); p. 35, IL 3-4 (rd yap... Pewbevros): Batit 

Zig., Pan. 7 (213 B2-3); p.35, ll. 5-6 (Adyw .., bedryrt): Theor, Disp, (148 B12-C1) ; 


VOoG [6] 2 yewpilovres: yerdoxovres Greg. Naz., Pamph., Justn., Theor. 3 yours 
elrouv Greg, Naz., Justn.; qr ovy Theor, 76 ti coo: 7 6 71 VG; ef Tiat O; 5 reoe Greg. Naz. a 
Pamph., Theor; ¢ ré aor Justn.; 4 6 7101 Doctr. Patr. xaAety om. Pamph. 

[7] 6 EMISTOAHS om.OG 7 ‘EMNHX@HO 8 pev yap om. Theor. otde 
§eoi om. Thdt., Vat. Gr 1431 Geot: iota Leont. Jer. ovde: od Joan. Dam. ante 70. 
évrés add. xaAe? Thdt., (txt. cod. D 10 70 évrds .., €xrds: TOV evtds avGpwror Kat Toy 
extos Sev. Ctr. Gram, mpoonydpevaey om. Thdt. (txt, cod. })s dvoud.et Vat. Gr. 1431 Kai el: 
6é Joan. Dam. 
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6. AND LATER ON 


We recognize the unity in substance and in our undivided adoration, and the 
three in hypostases or personae or whatever you like to call them—let those 
who quarrel with their neighbors about these things not disgrace themselves! 


7. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS FIRST 
LETTER TO CLEDONIUS; THE BLESSED CYRIL ALSO 
CITED THIS TEXT, AT THE SYNOD LED BY HIM 


For there are two natures: God and the human being—since he is soul and 
body. But there are not two sons or two Gods, nor are there here two human 
beings, except in the way Paul speaks about the “inner” and the “outer” person 
(Eph. 3.16). And if we must 
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4 % an LX 4 ,y AD: e e sy ” \ > ¥ C 
ouvTouws eimety, dAXo pev kal dAdo 74. €& div 6 Lwr7p, etrep 7) TAVTOV Td 
al mn 4 ” 4 ” 
GOpaTov TH OpAT@ Kal TO Axypovov TH bd xpdvov- od« aAdAos b€ Kal. 
aAdos—pn yevoiro, Ta yap duporepa év 7H ovyKpacet, Geot pep 
4 , 4 ig ” z= 
evavOpwrjcavros, avOpwov dé Gewhevros, } OWS av TIS Gvopdcetey 
/ 1” ou a nN OL ~ a y 2 ~ \ ie 
Aéyaw 5€ dAdo Kat dAdo, eutradi 7 emi ris Tpuddos exe Exel ev ya. 
La 4 1 ¥ ‘ e , ea 3 ” \ »” p 
ddos Kal dAdos, iva wap ras UTogTacEls CUyXEWPEY, OU GANO dé Kat GAXo- 
ev yap 7d. Tpia Kat TAUTOV TH Dedrare. 
AEONTIOY: Tkavaratra mpos TO mapacrijoa Omrotav eaxov ot imadawod 
dd€av TmEept mpoowrov Kal troctacews, picews Te Kal odaias, Kal dis 
4 A JN a” 4 5 c “~ 3 , uy 4 ay 
euTradr 7 emt THS Tpiddos exer 7) THS EvavOpwHoews Evwoars- Aris “aAXo 
pev Kat GAA” Kal wera. THY Evwary Seixvuat Ta ef dy 7 Evwots, “EtzEp fur} 
TavTov, wnat, “TO adpatov TH dpare, Kal TO axpovov TH vd ypovov,” 
Tatra yap ovderorte aAAjAats Tabor, Et Kal rept TOV avTOV EKaTEpA.“OdK 
GiAXos 6€ Kai dos,” py oi—“u yévorro”: ob yap GAXos 6 Adyos Kal GAAos 
¥ / e 
6 Xpiards, 008 GAAos 6 piaer Yids Kai dAdos 6 Oece: dvOpwros, GAX eis Kat 
¢ 3 \ s , By) 4 \ \ ¢ 4 \ ‘ce ey Vee: 
6 avTdos Exatepa. AdXos ev yap Kat GAXos 6 Hlarip, pnai, Kat 6 Yids, Kat’ 
a ¢ 4 \ ‘ a LQ 
51a. TOUTO So UToaTaaeEts. AAXo dé Kat GAAo Feds Kai avépwros, Kat did, 
a .o¢ , > soy A VOL «4 >\\> 2 Le \ 
TovTo Kat dvo puaets: ov TOTE Ev TOUTO, ToTE BE EKEtVO, GAN det GAdos jeev 
A 4 / aN \ ov \ 4 4 @ ‘4 | ten , 
apos Tov Ilarépa, det dé GAAo mpos Ti odpKa, ws Seiger Kal Ta ELRS TH 
? e 3 > 
pera. Tovrous UT atrav WpedynPevrwr Ilarépwv ovvrdypara. 


[8] ITPOKAOY’EIMZKOIIOY KQNZTANTINOYHOAEQS 
EIZ TO “ITAIAION ETENNH@H ‘HMIN” 


A “~ > nw bia “~ ‘ ica 
‘0 avros dAnbais Beds Kal aibevdds avOpwros, 7H Tlarpt, ka? 6 Fe, 
dpoovatos Kai enol, kal’ 6 yéyovev dvev duaprtias, 6udpudos. ‘H Beta 


VOG [7] 1 elwep:éreiThdt. rddpardv7@ dopare G, Thdt. (txt. cod.J) 3 GAdog 
»» Eos: dAdo .. ... GAXo O post dANos? add. Yios Sev. 3 cuvaupdrepa Theor. 7a ydpe: 
dupérepa év th ovyKkpdoen TH eis dxpoy évedoe. ev TH avyxpdoe Conc. Eph, Vat. Gr 
1431 5 post dAXo} add. ev Leont. Byz, DIN «ai dAdo om. Theor. (148 B) 
6 aAdos b€ «at dAAo Vat. Gr. 1431 «al dAAe om. Conc. Eph codd. VMP : 
Scholion Leontii 8 AEONTIOY om. V; 2ZXOAION AEONTIOY G TOY AYTOY 
AEONTIOYO 13 rovadrov:tatrovG — ante ob« dAdos add. GAXos yey yap Kai dA 
6 Ilarip pyat aid YiesV 14 GAdos... GAXos: GAo ... AAO VO pyet ante Kai transp. co} 
ob: 088€G od’: 008 G 16 pyotom. Torres 17 Koi idAAo om. Oo post det ad 
kat G — dAdos: dAAo OG 20 pera rovrous: pera Tovs O; per adrods G Um’ Ta. 
codd. | tr’adrdiv: fort. legendum bo rap aphybevrav O Harépav om. G 
[8] 23 6 adrds: odros Doctor, Patr. post 6 adros (odros) add. yap Doctr. Patr. ea 
Gdyfds G dan Odis: yap Proclus — dxsevdds om. Ps.-Joan. Mar, ante dvOpwrros transp. 
Proclus Kal 6 av om. Ps,-Joan. Mat. 54 oo om. Niceph, 24 xal’é yéyover om. Ps.-Joan: 
Mar.54 xaléuol...dudpuros: caith unr pl dpotos kara révraxwpis duaptias Proclus ante: 
Geta add. 8é Proclus 


Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos 187 


speak concisely, the elements of which the Savior is formed are one thing and 
another (allo men kai allo), if indeed the invisible is not the same thing as the 
visible and the timeless as what is bound by time; but he is not one subject and 
another (allos de kai allos)—far from it! For the two are one by mixture—God 
being made human, a human being made divine—or however one might speak 
of it. I say““one thing and another,’ the opposite of how it is with the Trinity. For 
there [we speak of] one subject and another, lest we confuse the hypostases, but 
not of one thing and another. For the three are one and the same in Godhead. 


Leontius: These texts are sufficient to establish what opinion the ancients held 
about “persona” and “hypostasis,’ “nature” and “substance,” and about how the 
union of the Incarnation is the opposite of that in the Trinity. The Incarnation 
reveals that the elements from which union is formed are “one thing and 
another” even after the union, “if indeed the invisible is not the same as the 
visible, and the timeless as what is bound by time,’ For these are never the same 
as each other, even if they each refer to the same subject. “They are not one 
subject and another,” he says—“far from it!” For the Logos is not one subject 
and Christ another, nor is he who is Son by nature one, and he who is human by 
dispensation another, but both are one and the same. For the Father is one 
subject, he says, and the Son another, and for that reason there are two 
hypostases. God and a human being are one thing and another, and for this 
reason are also two natures; he [i.e. the Son] is not one thing now, another thing 
later, but is always another subject in relation to the Father, always another 
thing in relation to his flesh, as the rest of the texts we have assembled, from 
Fathers who were influenced by these authors, will show. 


8. BY PROCLUS, BISHOP OF CONSTANTINOPLE, 
ON THE TEXT, “A CHILD IS BORN TO US” 


The same one is truly God and unmistakably human: of one substance with the 
Father, in what he was, and sinlessly of one race with me, in what he became. 
The divine 
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, ” ef 9 A a > + \ e ey 5 
puaus xrioros, 7 e€ epob mpoodnpbeioa avdbeutos: Kai €orw els Yids, of 
TOV pocewy eis dv0 broordces: Siaipoupevenr, GANG THs PpLcriis 
oikovoyias Tas do Puaets els wiav UrdaTactww évwodons. 


[9] TOY OZIOY TXTAQPOY TOY ALKHTOY, 
EK THY ITPOX @EQNA'ETMSTOAHS 


Aptos 6 Kiptos céxAnrat, adtos EauTov rovTw KaA@v TH 6vduate Kare. 
Bev THY Tpdxetpov ExAnyuv WS TAOL TPOG) GwTypias yLVOmEVoOs, KAT bé- 
THY ardppytov evvo.av THY Ciunv tod dvOpwmetov pupdyatos éevwoas . 
kai kabdpas Kai worep eLomTHoas TH oixeiw mupt THs GedTHTOS, Kal Eis. 
Ev aby AUTH yeyovws mpocwToy Kat plow TpooKuVvoUpEeryY UTOGTACLY. 
‘AEONTIOY» Kaipos 6€ kai tas TOs GAAwY [arépwv mpooKopicay 
XpHoets, ws brecyoneba. 


[10] TOY ATIOY TOYXTINOY TOY ®IAOLOGOY _ 
KAI MAPTYPOX, EK TOY TPITOY BIBAIOY TOY HEPI THE — 
ATIAX TPIAAOL ZYNTATMATOS, KEGAAAIOY £ 


Tore 61) THv obpava@r ovK atoaTas, mpos Has karednhubev- od yap v 
owparos KaTdBaats, dAAd Oelas évepyetas BovAnats, pean dé nope 


[8] Proclus Constantinopolitanus, Sermo in Nativitate (cf. Ch. Martin, Le Muséon 54 (1941), 46) 
7-13). Cf etiam: Ps.-Joan. Mar, Test. 46 (207); ibid, Test. 54 (211); Doctr patr 7, V (48, 
116-49, 1.4; 1); Niceph., Antirrh I, Test. 36 (359, IL 18-20; 1); p.35,L21-p.36,L.4 (7) deta... €vwadons): 
Ephr. Am., Ad Domn. et. Joan., Test. 38 (IV, 148, Il. 8-12); Il. 2-4 (kai eorw ... Evwadoys): Leont. Jer., 
Ctr. Mon. Test. 82 (1836 B 8-13); Anast. Sin., Hod. 7.2.58-60 (110); ibid. X,]. 2.176 ff. (157) 

[9] Isidorus Pelusiota Ep. 1,360 (PG 78, 388 A7-14) = 

[10] Ps.-Justinus (revera Theodoretus), Expositio Rectae confessionis | 10 (PG 6, 1224 C4-15; ed, 
].C. Th. Otto, Corp. Apol. IV, 34,381 B5-C7). Cf. etiam: I. 15-16 (rv od pave ... BodAnats): Pamph. 
VII (176, 1. 73-5); 1. 15-p. 37,16 (rd7€ ... odoscboas): Doctr. Paty, 21, V (134,13) 


VOG [8] 1 ante 7 add. cai Proclus,Doctr. Patr. anteééadd.déG  e0d: Huddy Proclus -. -:#} 
deta . . dvdevros om. Ps.-Joan. Mar 54 spocAnpieioa: puors Proclus; apoadnyses Ephe. Am. 
Doct. Pate els ante éorty transp. V; om. Proclus post od add. zdvov Ephr. Am. 2 ani 
pucewy add. uo Proclus — Sinpyyévenv Leont. Jer, Anast. Sin. Hod. X post Siarpovpsevcv add. 
ws pnot Neordpuos Ps.- Joan. Mat. 46 3 eis pilav broaracw ante Tas duo gpooes transp 
Anast. Sin. Hod. X ante évwodens add. dovyydvesv Ps.-Joan. Mar. 46 évaodons: évdbaas Eourov 
Proclus 

[9] 4 TOY AXKHTOY om.V TOY’ om.G 5 @EQNAN G 7 ied e) 
yevduevos Isidorus 8 dvOpuivov V ante évaicas add. éavr@ Torres 9 Kae 
om.G 11 AEONTIOY om.VOG; ante AEONTIOY add. SXOAIONG 

[10] 13 TOY? om. V, Joan. Dam; AYTOY G 15 SYNTATMATOS om. Joan. 
Dam, 16 post 57) repetitur rére O Sz}: Se Doct. Patr. codd. BCDP173" 17 ante: 
xarapaais add. 7 Ps.-Just.(txt.cod.V)  dAAd. Betas: GAN GAnbirijs O 
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nature is uncreated, the nature taken on from me is unadulterated; and he is one 
Son, the two natures not being divided into two hypostases, but the awe- 
inspiring plan of God uniting the two natures into one hypostasis. 


9. BY ST ISIDORE THE ASCETIC, 
FROM HIS LETTER TO THEON 


The Lord is called bread, since he called himself by this name: in the ordinary 
understanding, because he has become for all the food of salvation; in a 
mysterious meaning, because he united the leaven of the human mass [to 
himself] and cleansed it, and baked it, one might say, with the fire of his 
Godhead, becoming one persona with it and one hypostasis, whom we adore. 


[Leontius]: Now it is time to provide the excerpts from the other Fathers, as we 
promised. 


10. BY ST JUSTIN, PHILOSOPHER AND MARTYR, 
FROM THE THIRD BOOK OF HIS TREATISE ON 
THE HOLY TRINITY, CHAPTER 3 


Then, without leaving the heavens, he came down to us. For this was not a 
descent of body, but a voluntary choice of the divine activity, making use of a 
virgin 
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, , \ 
TPOS THY THS OiKOVOJLLAS YpELav xpynadpevos: Kat TAaUTYS TIS VNOvY Eiodvs,. 
otovet Getos omdpos mAaTTEL vadv éavT@, TéAELov avOpurov, Lépos Tt 
\ al 4 fal an i 
AaBav ris éxeivys picews Kal eis THY Tod vaod SidrrAacw odoidaas, 
3 ‘ s al | ¢ ev a A eae s 
évdus b€ Tovrov Kat aKpav Evwaty, Yids Ocotd aypw mpochBaay Ta. 
pices—e € éxeivou yap 6 Yids cai Peds Kat dvOpwiros—ovra Tip Kab 
Huds oixovoyiay emAnpwcer. 


{11] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY AYTOY 
LYNTATMATOS, [Z'’ KESAAAIOY 


“Orav obv axovons mepi TOU Evds Yiob Tas evavrias puvas, KaTadAnrw 
pépile tais ptceat 7d Acydueva, dv ev Tt peya Kal Fetov, 7H eta pice 
Tpoovemwy, av O€ Tt uLKpoV Kal avOpwrivor, TH avOpwreia Aoytlduevos- 
oltre yap Kal 76 Ta pwvdv dobupavov Siapev&y, Exdatys & mépuKev 
Sexopevyns picews, kal rov Yidv rov éva Kal 7po TaVTWY TOY aidven Kal 
mpoogatov Kara Tas Jeias ypapas oporoyyaets. 


[12] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY AYTOY KE@AAAIOY 


‘Qorep els wv dart 6 dvOpwrros, exer Sé pucers Srapdpous Sv0, kal Kar’ 
dAdo pev Aoyilerat, Kar’ dAdo b€ 76 Aoytabev évepyei—puyh pev 


(10] IL 2-6 (kai radrys ... mpoedBedy); Joan. Dam., Ctr Jac, Test. 2 (144, no, 90); IL 4-8 (hat 
tabrys ... enAnpwcer): Sev., Cir, Gram. III, 5 (55,1. 26-56, 1 4; tr. 39, Il. 15-21) : 
[il] Ps.-Justinus, ibid. (PG 6, 1225 A6~14; Otto IV, 36, 382 Al-8). Cf etiam: Sev., Ctr. Gram. 1,5: 
(56, ll. 4-12; tr. 39, Il. 21-8); Doctr. Patr. 13, VIL (83, 1. 16); Niceph., Antirrh. IT, Test. 41 (361, I, 1-13);: 
Theor., Disp. (145 A); Flor. Len. 131, Test.77; Flor. Vat 1455, Test. 13; 11. 10-11 (d7av... Aeydpeva): Sev, 
Ctr, Gram. IIL, 6 (89, 1. 29-90, L. 2; tr. 63, I. 8-9); ibid. (102, Il. 16-18; tr. 71, Il. 25-6); HL 10-11 (6rav . 
Aeyopeva) et 13 (Exdorns ... pdaecus): Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon, (1825 C11-14) : 
{12] Ps.-Justinus, ibid. 11 (PG 6, 1225 B14—C6; Otto IV, 38-40, 382 C6-D3). Cf. etiam: Syn Lat. (304, : 
IL 4-9); Joan. Dam., Cir. Jac., Test. 3 (144, no, 91); i 


VOG [10] 2 ratryyJoan.Dam. post vydbv add. dppytas Sev. 3 post oloved add: : 
ris Ps.-Just. codd. meliores ante x€pos add, od V 4 cai om. Sev. ovancas om. 
Sev. 5 rodrov: adrov Ps.-Just. ante xar’ add. «ai Sev. dypen mpochOerw: aponAdev 
(mpoeAdasv codd. AA*[E®]V) dupe Ps,-Just.; mpoeAbar», dupe odordaas Sev; dupw mpon dey 
Joan. Dam. 

[11] 10 zepi om. Leont. Jer, Flor. Len. 131 xar’ dAAjAwr Theor. 11 peév te: pevToL 
Flor. Len. 131 12 dvOpwreia: dvOpwaivy Ps.-Just. (txt. codd. BDG) post dvOpurreia. : 
add. gice.G post Aoy.Louevos add. pice Ps. Just. codd. AA*E*V, Theor. 14 +év om. 
Ps,-Just. (txt. codd. D'MV), Theor. - 

[12] V7 aorep: ds yap Ps.-Just.s doaep yap Doctr. Patr. dom.Leont.Jer. post pucets 
add. év éaur@ Ps.-Just.  dvoante diagdpous transp. Ps.-Just. codd. AA*DGV; om Ps.-Just. cod. B; 
ante pucers transp, Leont. Jer. 18 post pev add. yap Joan. Dam. 
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descended from the Davidic race through an announcement to it, for the sake 
of the divine plan. And entering into her womb, like a divine seed he formed a 
temple for himself, a perfect human being, taking part of her nature and giving 
it substance in the shape of a temple; and entering this by strict union, coming 
forth as Son of God in both natures—for the Son comes from God, both as 
divine and as human—so he brought to fulfillment God’s plan for us. 


11. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE 
SAME TREATISE, CHAPTER 17 


When you hear, then, opposite expressions about the one Son, divide what is 
said, accordingly between the natures: if there is something great and divine, 
attribute it to the divine nature, but if there is something small and human, 
reckon it as part of the human. For so you will avoid disharmony among the 
attributes, if each nature receives what it is meant to have, and you will confess 
the Son as one, existing before all ages and yet new, according to holy Scripture. 


12. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME CHAPTER 


As the human being is one, but has two different natures, and reasons by one, 
but puts reasoning into action by the other—for he reasons by the rational soul, 
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voe pa G Aoyiadpevos, ei TYXOL Tob mAoiov ray obprng wv, xepot dé 7d vonbe 
eis mépas ayet ovTws 6 Yids, els Ov Kat dvo puoes, KaT GAAnv jeev: Ta 
feoonuias eipyalero, kat’ aAAny dé Ta. Tarrewva TapedéxeTo. 


[13] KAI ME@’ETEPA 


fal , ; ye 
‘Qomep yap META THV EvwOLY TOD TpwTOyoVvoY PwTOs TpOS TO HALAKdY. 
a > a> \ 9 yd , fa SOL 4 oo 3 Pic. eS 
oda, obk av Tis avTA dm” dAAjAwY diéAat, OSE TOV Lev TALoV idtaldvTa 
ré Oe iA \ 8 / LAN’ e Ly aN A oa \ iY 
Kadéaor ovde radi pas Sinpynpevws, GAN eis 6 HALos Kat Ev TO pa 
4 ~ ~ ~ 4 
Aéyerat, oUTwS ert TOU aAnPivot pwrds Kal Tob Tavaylov GwpaTos Obi 
La a 4 v ey. P A 
av Tig ElTOL werd THY evawow TO pev KEXwpLopevov Ytov otov tov Betoy 
Abyov, 70 8€ lov TOV av purrov oux Yiov, GAN € eva KQL TOV GUTOV exdrepa 
VOHOEL, WS év pas Kal eva Aor, TO TE Bex Bev pars TO TE de dpevoy ody. : 
TIdAw ws €v pev pas Kat eis Twos, pooeis dé duo, 7 H prev purrds, 48 
odiwaros Araxod, obra Kavr abba: el ets Bev 6 Yids 6 Kat i Kbpuos Kai Xpioros. 
Kal Movoyerys, pices b€ do, 7) ev Urrep Huds, 4 O€ Free pa. 
3 ° “ s fa 
Kai atfis worep Tot pwrtos, h pas éorev ev, THY evépyevav ovK Gv Tt 
a? a a a A aA ‘ A fe 
Xwpicee TOD GWyaTos adTOU Tod SeKTiKOU, TH Adyw Se Starpav yrwpicete 


[12 cont.] Flor. Len, 131, Test. 74; Ps.-Joan. Mar, Test. 44 (204-5; 1); Doctr. Patr, 15, VI (93 
1 17-17; 1); p. 190, IL. 17-18 (Worrep ... évepyed) et p. 192, Il. 2-3 (GuTws ... wapedéyero): Leont. Jer 
Ctr. Mon,, Test. 41-2 (1825 C14~D4) 

[13] Ps,-Justinus, ibid, 12 (PG 6, 1229 C8-1232 A13; Otto FV, 46-50, 385 A5-C6). Cf etiam: Fl 
Len. 131, Test. 75-6; IL. 12-14 (eis Tos ... Huerépa): Leont. Jer., Cir. Mon., Test. 43 (1825 D5-8) 
p.192,L15-p.194,13 (domep.. -yvenploerev): Syn, Lat. (304, Il. 11-15); Cone. Const. IIT (424 B9-C3), 
Doctr. Patr. 15, VII (93,41. 20-1) 


VOG [12 cont.] 1 ante voepd add. yap Ps.-Just. tiv: roo G  yepal dé om. Ps.-Joan,. 


Mar. d¢€ om. Ps.-Just., Joan. Dam. 2 mépas: metpay Syn. Lat.  dyet: day Syn. Lat, 

Doctr. Patr. Yids: Xpuords Doctr. Patr. 3 eipydoaro VO; épyaferat Leont, 

Jer. aapedéEaro OG, Leont. Jer., Syn. Lat. s 
[13] 6 adra post dAAjAwy transp, Ps.-Just. 7 KaAéoer V, Ps.-Just. codd, BG, Flor. Len 


131 obde: 7d Se Ps.- Just. ante gas add. ro Flor. Len. 131 — els 6 vjAtos Kai &v 7d pais : 
Aeyerat: els HAtos 76 Qens Aéyerau Hera Tov oa4aT0¢ Ps.-Just. codd. DM (om. pera Tob: 
cewparos codd.CEF) 9 76 per: tov per V,Ps.-Just. (txt. cod. C; rv ev cod. D; om. cod. V 
Kexwpiapevars Ps. Just. (txt. cod. G) Getou: Oedv Ps, -Just. codd. AA*BDV; Ocod Ps. Just 
cod, G 10 Tov avOperrov: 76 dvOpamivov tuydy O 70 be ofoy Tov dvOporrrov ob 
Yiov: roy Sé Yidv rov avpwrrov Ps.-Just. codd. CD* (E) FM; rov Sé aA ody Yidv ofov 76 
dv8pwmov Ps, Just. codd. AABDE’G Ll 7d re Kai 73 Oo 12 ante méAw add 
Kai G 13 els pev 6 Yids 6 Kai Képwos: els pev Yios 6 6 (kat: Ps.-Just. exc, codd. BDGV):: 
Kdptos OG, Ps.-Just., Leont. Jer. 15 Kai abdis: Tov adrod Flor. Len. 131; «al ad Ps.- J 
codd, AE; om. G, Syn, Lat., Conc. Const. IIE womep .. vepyerar: worep émt rot pwrdss} 
pos éoriy ev TH évepyetg Ps.-Just. codd. AAPED, comep eri rob perros TH évépyetav Ps.-Just 
codd, BDG; womep emi Tob purros pas €or th évepyeta 6 ob« ay Ps.-Just. codd. CD°EFM 
worep tot pwrds éore pus Ev, rHV 5é évépyesav Ps.-Just. cod. V 16 ywprcee Syn 
Lat. 15 Scatpaiv: deADy Ps.-Just., Conc, Const. Hl 
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say, how to build a ship, but brings what he has thought out to final realization 
by his hands; so the Son, who is one subject and two natures, works divine 
revelation by one [nature] and undertakes humble tasks by the other. 


13. AND LATER ON 


Just as, after the union of the first-created light with the body of the sun, one 
would not divide them from one another, nor speak of the sun by itself or of 
_ light as something separate, but rather the sun and light are spoken of as one, so 
_ when speaking of the true light and the all-holy body one would not refer to 
one reality as Son by himself, because he is the divine Word, and to the other as 
not Son, because he is a human being; but one will understand both as one and 
~ the same—as one light and one sun, the light that is received and the body that 
received it. And again, as the light is one thing and the sun another, but the 
natures two—one of the light, the other of the body of the sun—so also here: 
there is one Son, who is Lord and Christ and Only-begotten, but two natures: 
one above us, the other our own. 

And again, just as no one would separate the activity of the light, because 
light is one thing, from the body that receives it, but by a rational division would 
recognize 
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\ Z e 2 3Q7 e232 7 a 2 ma ey ec oA ~ ~ 
THY pvow As €oTw lola y Evepyera, oUTWS emt Tod Evds Yiot Tob Oeog 


TACAY [LEV EVEPYELAY OVK AV TLS YWPIGELE THS jLLAs VIOTYTOS, THs B€ PUGEUg. 


HS €oTL OiKELoV 76 yivdpEevov TH ASyw yvwpicerer. 


[14] TOY ATIOY EIPHNAIOY ENIZKONOY 
AOYTAOYNOY KAI MAPTYPOX 


‘Qamep yap7 KiBurrds KEXpugwpLevy) eowber kal eer Xpvotw Kabape : 
ys oUTW Kal TO Tou XpioTob capa Kabapov 7 hv Kat Scavyes, eowbev pew 
T@ Adyw Koopovpevor, €Ewber b€ 7@ IIvedpare padpuvdpevor, iva é& 
dpoTepwv TO TEpipaves TOV Pucewy emery O7. 


[15] TOY AFIOY THHOAYTOY’ETMZKOLIOY 
KAI MAPTYPOS EK TQN’EYAOTIQN TOY BAAAAM 


vy ma A a ae 
Iva betxO9 76 cuvappdrepov Eywy ev Eavt@, TH TE TOO Geos obaiav Kat 

4 ’ vod e Loe os t r z “ / = ae 
Thy e& avbpamav (ws Kat 6 Amdarodos Eyer, “weoitys Oeod Kal 
ivOpd ave > jo”. “6 be , e. 4 iv0 pu) 3 
avipwruy, av’pwrros Xpistos ‘Inaotvs’- 0 0€ weaityns evos avpwrrou ov 

, ” aC 80 x5, \ \ a i avé t , ‘ 5 
yiveror, GANG, v0), edet ovv Tov XpioTov, Oeov Kat av pwmey peorryy: 
yevdeevor, mop dpotépwv appapava riva eiAnpévat, iva pari oo 
TPoowTewV peoirns. 


[15] 13-141 Tim.2.5 14-15 Gal. 3.20 


{14] Ps.-Irenaeus, Fr. 8 (revera Hippolytus, De Libro Primo Regum, Quae de Helcana et Samuele: cf, 
G. Jouassard, RevSR 17 (1937), 290-305), hic primo Graece inventum (cf. PG 7, 1233 A13-18; ed; 
Harvey, Adv. Haer. Il, 479). Cf. etiam: Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Pr. Syr. 118 (46, ll. 1154-9); 
Anast. Sin., Hod. X.1.2.186-90 (157); Joan. Dam., Cir. Jac., Test. 1 (143, no. 89); Flor. Marc. 573, ff 
34; Flor, Len. 131, Test. 46; Sev., Ctr. Gram., III, 40 (275, Il. 24-9; tr. 202, 1. 34-203, 1. 2; T); Flor. BM 
Syr. Add. 12157, f. 198 (7) 

[15] Hippolytus, De Benedictione Balaam, fragmentum Graecum unicum. (cf GCS I, 2, 82) 2 
Cf. etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test. 88; ll. 12-13 (tva ... dv@peizrev): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 85 (1836: : 
C9-12); IL 12-14 (ive. ... Ijaods): Flor. Mare. 573, £ 30" 


VOG [13 cont.] 1 post évds add. jrovoyevois Ps.-Just. codd. BDG; add. én! rot Movoyevois: | 
Ps.-Just. codd. AA*(E*)V, Conc. Const. III Ytod: Xpeerod Syn. Lat. 2 THs peas om,’ 
Syn. Lat. yeyvduevor G, Ps.-Just. codd. CDEFM =r Ady om. G 3 yrepiceer: 
xwptceev G 

(14 ] 5 AOYTAQNOY V; AOYPAONON O; AYTAQNOT G KAI MAPTYPOX om. 


OG 6 yapom.Anast.Sin. é£wGev xat €owbev Flor. Marc. 573 Hv ante Zoey transp. 
Joan. Dam. 7 «atom, Joan.Dam.,Flor.Len.131 rod Xprorot post ada transp. Anast.: 
Sin. 8 paidpvvduevor: ppovpotpevor OG, Joan. Caes,, Sev. Anast. Sin., Joan. Dam., Flor.» 
Marc. 573 9 radv piceor: abrot Sev. émiderxO7: deryO9 Anast. Sin. dvaderxO7 Joan.: 
Dam, 

[15] 11 post #K add. THE EPMHNETAS Flor. Marc. 573 BAAAAM: ABPAAM O, Hor. 
Marc. 573 12 post tva add. 8 O 13 6 Amdotodos: Taties Flor. Len. 


131 15 yeolrny ante Geod transp.G 16 yevdyevor V, Flor, Len. 131 
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the nature of which it is the proper activity, so one would not separate the 
whole activity of the single Son of God from his one Sonship, but one would 
recognize by reason what comes to be, as proper to the nature from which 
it comes, 


14. BY ST IRENAEUS, BISHOP OF 
LYONS AND MARTYR 


As the ark was gilded on the outside and on the inside with pure gold, so the 
body of Christ was pure and without blemish, made beautiful on the inside by 
the Word, and on the outside resplendent with the Spirit, so that from both 
~ sources the beauty of the natures might be revealed. 


15. BY ST HIPPOLYTUS, BISHOP AND MARTYR, 
FROM “THE BLESSINGS OF BALAAM” 


In order that he might be shown to have in himself both the essence of God and 
that of human beings (as the Apostle says, “the mediator of God and human 
beings, the human Christ Jesus” (1 Tim. 2.5); “and there is no mediator 
[consisting} of a single human” (Gal. 3.20), but of two), it was therefore 
necessary for Christ, who was mediator between God and the human race, to 
take some part from both sides, so that he might be revealed as the mediator of 
two persons. 
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{16] TOY ATIOY METPOY EIMZKOMOY 
AAEEANAPEIAX KAI MAPTYPOS'EK TOY [EPI 
THS TOY SQTHPOS ‘HMON 'ETHAHMIAL 
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[17] TOY ATIOY KYPIAKOY’'ENNISKOMOY THY IA®OY KAI 
‘OMOAOLHTOY'EK TOY EIS TA @EOGANIA AOLOY. 
FELIX AE KAI‘ OYTOS’EXTI TQN’EN NIKAIA 


a, > “ lok) \ aoe Z bE) € LY £ Z a) 
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[16] 4 Luc, 22.48 (17) 11-12 Phil. 2.6-7 


[16] Petrus I Alexandrinus, De Adventu Salvatoris Nostri, Fragmentum. (PG 18, 512 A [Lat.]; 521 
C2-6 fe Justn.J]) Cf etiam: Tim. Ael, Ref Conc. Chalc., Test. 5; Flor. Marc. 573, f 31°; 


Flor. Len. 131, Test. 89; I 4-7 (raira. ... pices): Justn., Cir. Mon., Test 138 (29, Il. 22-3); 


IL 6-7 (7a. cuvayipdrepa..., pdcer): Leont. Jer., Cir. Mon., Test. 80 (1836 B2--3) oS 
[17] Cyriacus Paphensis, Fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. etiam: Niceph., Antirrh. II, Test. 42. :: 


(361, 11, 18-22); Flor, Len, 131, Test. 90; IL 11-15 (és ... Xpiords): Flor. Marc. 573, : 


f£, 34”. Huius fragmenti etiam mentionem faciunt: Sev., Ctr. Gram. IT, 39 (180, ll. 25-31), ut a Joan...) 
Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., citati; Photius, Bibl, Cod. 229 (996 B6-7; 1020 B2-6), ut ab Ephr. Am., Ad :: 
Domi. et Joan., citati - 


VOG [16] 3 HMQN om. G 5 wavra om. Flor. Marc. 573 a: doa Justn, 
6 detxvdovary V Gedy ante efvartransp.O — efvau ante adrdy transp. Flor. Marc. 573; om. 
Justn. 7d cuvapepdrepor Leont. Jer. 7 deckvuvrarG —-yéyovev: éyévero Justn. : 

[17] 8 KYPIAKOY: KYPIAAOY O TH om. O 10 OYTOS: AYTOL: 
VG ‘ESTIom.O 11 és: @eds Niceph.; cbs Flor. Len. 131 gyotv post tard pyc transp. 
©; post poppy transp. Flor. Marc. 573 76 om. V 14 ody om. V 15 rats om. Flor. : 
Marc.573 6 om. Flor. Marc.573 ante Tarp! add.r@ G 16 xai' om. Flor. Len. 131 
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16. BY ST PETER, BISHOP OF ALEXANDRIA 
AND MARTYR, FROM HIS WORK ABOUT THE 
PRESENCE AMONG US OF OUR SAVIOR 


And he says to Judas, “Do you betray the son of man with a kiss?” These words 
and others like them, all the signs that he did and his miracles, reveal him to be 
God made human. Both things taken together, then, reveal that he was God by 
nature and became a human being by nature. 


17. BY ST CYRIACUS, BISHOP OF PAPHOS AND 
CONFESSOR, FROM HIS SERMON ON THE THEOPHANY; 
HE WAS AMONG THOSE PRESENT AT NICAEA 


“Existing in the form of God, Scripture says, “he did not consider being equal 
to God as something to hold fast to, but he emptied himself, taking on the form 
of a servant” (Phil. 2.67). If the form of God is equal to God, and he was in fact 
perfect God, so too the form of the servant was a perfect human being—for that 
is what the Holy Scripture teaches. Being complete, then, in both substances, 
Christ is consubstantial to God the Father and consubstantial to the Virgin his 
mother. On high, he was without mother and came from the Father; down here, 
he was without father and came from his Mother. 
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[18] TOY ATIOY A@ANASIOY’EK TOY ITEPI 
TPIAAOE TPITOY AOTOY. TAYTHS AE EMNHS@H 
THE XPHSEQE KAI'‘O MAKAPIOS KYPIAAOS’EN 
TH IIPOS MONASTAS EMISTOAH 


\ - 4 4 ~ é a ¢ lA v ve 
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[19] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY KATA AITOAINAPIOY A’ AOLOY 
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ptoet feds, yevvara dvopwros, tv eis 9 Td Exdrepa, TéAELOS KaTa TaPTO, 
gvoikny Kat GAnbeorarny yévvnaw emderEdevos. 


[20] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY AYTOY AOLOY 


Kau obras dv Aéyouro réAevos Beds Kal téAetos dvOpwaes 6 Xprords: ody 
ws THs Geis TeAccdT TOS eis AVOpaTivyy TeAcLOTHTa pEeTaTONDElons, 6 


{18] Athanasius, Contra Arianos IiI,29 (PG 26,385 A8-14) Cfetiam: Joan. Cass., De Inc. Dom. VIE 
29 (CSEL 17, 387-8) Cyr. Alex Ad Mon. Aeg. (12, I 5-8); Sev, Cir Gram. III, 24 (31; 
Il. 11-17; tr. 22, li. 19-24); ibid, 33 (135, 11. 6-12; tr, 97, 1. 32-98, 1. 3); ibid. 37 (234, ]. 27-235, 1 2; tr. 172, I 
22-7); Ad. Serg. H (117, 11. 20-6; tr. 88, ll. 8-14); Doctr. Patr. 4,1 (29, 1.14) 

[19] Athanasius (?), Contra Apollinarem 1,7 (PG 26, 1105 Al4-B5). Cf. etiam: De Sect. IX, Test. I: 
Niceph., Antirrh.Z, Test. 23 (354,11, 17-18); Flor.Len.131,Test.71; — 11.12-14 (dAd’.. -erdergdievos): 
Leont. Byz., DIN, Test. 57; Eulog., Or. LV, Test. 2 (V, 35, ll. 2-4); Doctr, Patr. 7, XI (52,14) i 

[20] Athanasius (?), ibid. I, 16 (PG 26, 1121 C15-1124 A7). Cf. etiam: Pamph. VI (167. 
I. 237-46) ; Niceph., Antirrh HT, Test. 24 (354, Il 20-1); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 72 


VOG [18] 1 ATIOY: MAKAPIOY V (‘EK TOY om. G 2 TPITOY om, V 
4 MONAZTAS. TOYE MONAZONTAXY O 5 post roivuy add. odros Athan,, 


Cyr. @eias: dyias Athan. codd. RS, om. cett. «fav Dactr, Patr. 6 SimAods Ge 


elvanivaG  émayyeAlav Athan. codd. RS, Cyr. codd. PDRA, Doctr, Patr. codd.AP  evatry: 


om. Doctr. Pat, «at om. G, Athan., Cyr. 7 Kat eorty 6 Yiss: wat Yids éart Athans: 


codd. RS, Doctr. Patr. cod. P; om 6 Cyr. 8 odpa: adpxa Athan., Joan. Cass., Cyr, Sev, 
Doctr. Pat. rijs BeordKov om. Athan. cod, Harl. 

[19] 11 adros: 6 Adyos De Sect. dé om. Athan. ante dvOpamou add. rob Athan’ 
12 oxusdy OS eifiv: EvSerEcv Flor, Len. 131 memoinro G ante cv add. 6 Athan., Leont. 
Byz. DTN, Eulog,, Doctr. Patr. 14 puoucty Kal dAnBeordryy yervnoww enderEdwevos: 
Ocds Kai dvb pewos 6 abrés Eulog. ante yevwqowy add, 77 Athan. codd. RS, Leont. Byz. DTN: 

[20] 16 ante Beds add. 6 Pamph. «ai? om, OG, Pamph. 17 preramounbetons: 
peTraPAnGetons Pamph. 6: d7rep Pamph. 
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18. BY ST ATHANASIUS, FROM HIS 
THIRD DISCOURSE ON THE TRINITY; THE 
BLESSED CYRIL ALSO RECALLED THIS TEXT 
IN HIS LETTER TO THE MONKS 


The aim, then, and the mark of Holy Scripture, as we have often said, is double, 
with respect to the proclamation it makes about the Savior: that he was always 
God and is the Son, being the Word and resplendence and wisdom of the Father, 
~ and that later, taking up a body from the Virgin Mary, the God-bearer, for our 
sakes, he became a human being. 


19. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE 
FIRST BOOK AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


. and he, when he became human, was not changed into human form, nor did 
he disregard human existence to make a show out of shadows, but being God 
by nature he was begotten as a human being, so that he might be one in respect 
to both, perfect in every respect, revealing in himself a natural and utterly true 
birth. 


20. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME BOOK 


And so Christ might be spoken of as perfect God and perfect human being: not 
-in that his godly perfection was transformed into human perfection, which is 
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€oTi doeBes: ovde perv ws dvO TeAciorATeov KOTa Siaipeow opodoyoupevery 
6 éoriv adAdTpLov evocBetas- ovd€ KATA TpOKOTIY apETHS I mpdahnyu 
Sexcauoodyns— fur) yevouro: aAAd Kal? drrapéev dvedermh, ti ww” els Ror 
ExaTeEpa, TéeAcLos Kata TaVTEa Peds Kal dvOpwros 6 avTos. 


{21] TOY ATIOY BASIAEIOY’EK TOY 
ITPOX’EYNOMION A’ AOPOY 


Bye yap kat 70° ‘ev Hopph f Geod d dmdpxew’ *taov Svvacbat 7@ ev ovoig Beos ; 
dmdpyew py: ws yap 70° “poppyy dverlnpévat Sobrov” év 7H ovola Tis. 
dvOpumornros TOV Kipvov 7pecov yeyerjoban onpaiver, ovT@ Aéywu “e “ep. 
poppy Feod trdpyew rhs Delas odcias Tapiornat THY ibidTHTA. 


[22] TOY AYTOY EK TOY ITPOX’EYNOMION A’ AOFOY 


Anrréov Toivuv TO pev“eyevvngev” ent Tov Oeod Yiob, TO 6€ “ExTicEeV” ext: 
TOU THY Lopyyy TOU SovAov AaBdvros: € év Gat d€ ToUTOLs ov OUO A€yoper, : 
Ocdv (dig Kai dvOpwrov idia—els yap v—aAda Kar éemivotay TI Exdarou. 
vow Aoyel dua. 


[21] 6-10 Phil. 2.6-7 


{21] Basilius, Adversus Eunomium 1, 18 (ed. B. Sesbotié, SC 299.236, IL 9-15; PG 29, 552 C7-55 
A2). Cf etiam: Thdt, Eran. I, Test. 39 (166, ll. 13-17); Conc. Chale, Ad Marc. (114, 
I 7-10); Vat. Gr. 1431, II, 32 (38, I. 1-5); Joan. Caes., Apol Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 75 (30. 
Il. 703-9); Pamph. VI (168, Il. 248-53); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 6 (145, no. 94); Flor. Marc 
573, £. 32"; Flor. Rdes., Test. 31 (29, fl. 1-6;1) 

[22] Ps.-Basilius, Adversus Eunomium TV (revera probabiliter Didymus, De Dogmatibus et Contr 
Arianos I: PG 29, 704 C5-9), Cf etiam: Justn., Conf: Rect. Fid. (84, ll. 28-31); Joan. Caes., Apol. Cone 
Chalc., Frag. Syr.71 (29, IL 664-75; 1); Sev, Ctr. Gram. TI, 7 (117, 1. 28-118, 3; tr. 85,11, 18-23; 1); ibid 
I, 33 (139,11. 3-75 tr, 100, Il. 27-31; 2); 12-13 (Anaréov ... AaBSvros): Syn. Hispal. XI Test. 10 (56¢ 
12-567 A4; {); IL 13-16 (od dde... AoyildueBa): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 20 (1821 A9-12; 1); 
1. 14-15 (GANG ... AoytEd1€9a): Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 43 (19, 11. 396-9) 7 


[20 cont.] 1 ode, ore Athan., Flor. Len. 131 2 ante edocBelas add. 77s Pamph... 
ovee: ore Sé Athan. —: kat Athan. 3 dveAAwr7 G, Flor. Len. 131 fva Athan, Pamph., 
Flor. Len. 131 4 7édevosom.Pamph. feds xai dv@pwaros 6 abrés: dvopmmos Pamph. | 
ante dv@ puntos iter. réActos O z 

VOG [21] 5 post BASIAEIOY add. EHIZKOHOYV 7 room.V 7:70 V, Flo 
Mare. 573; rov Vat. Gr. 1431 ante @eod add. rod Flor. Marc. 573 feot om. Vat. Gr. 1431; pos 
imdpxev transp. V 8 Umdpxew om. Joan. Dam. 9 rdv Kiprov judy ante év rH 
otaig transp. Joan. Caes. rv Kiptov judiv: rob Kupiou Tueav Inoob Xpiatod Conc. Chale. cod. 
Bo ‘av om. Joan. Dam. ante yeyerpoba add avrdv Joan. Caes. yeyevvyiobas Basil. 
codd. DGLMNY yeveotar OG, Pamph.; ante Aéywy add. 6 Thdt. (txt, codd. Iv), Flo 
Edes, Aéyaw: 8€ kairo Basil; TO Ayer Joan. Dam. 10 rhs Geias ovcias: ris odota, 
THs Beixys Conc. Chale. ovotas: pvaews Flor. Marc. 573 ante raptaryat add. wdvrws OG 
Pamph.; post zaptornot add. rdvrws Basil., Conc. Chalc., Vat. Gr. 1431 idid7q7a: didvorav G 

[22] 11 4’AOrOoY, A’ AOFOY OO; I" AOTOY V; AOTOYI'G 12 rolvuv 
obv Ps.-Basil., Justn. tot Qeod Yiod: rod Yiod rob Oeot O 15 AoyiCopuevor Justn. 
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an impious thought; nor indeed in that two kinds of perfection are confessed in 
distinction [from each other], which is foreign to religious piety; nor by way of 
progress in virtue or the acquisition of righteousness—far from it! But in an 
existence that lacks nothing, so that both may be a single subject, the same one 
is God and a human being, perfect in every way. 


21. BY ST BASIL, FROM HIS FIRST BOOK 
AGAINST EUNOMIUS 


For I say that the phrase, “existing in the form of God” (Phil. 2.6), can also be 
seen as equivalent to “existing in the substance of God? For just as “taking 
_ up the form of a servant” (Phil. 2.7) means that our Lord has come to be in 
- human substance, so saying he “exists in the form of God” presents to us the 
characteristic of the divine substance. 


22. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
FOURTH BOOK AGAINST EUNOMIUS 


_ The phrase “he begot” is to be taken, then, as referring to God the Son, but “he 
created” as referring to the one who took on the form of a slave. In all these 
_ things, we do not speak of two—God by himself and the human by himself— 
for they were one; but by a mental stratagem we conceive of the nature of each. 
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[23] TOY ATIOY PPHITOPIOY TOY O@EOAOTOY 
EK TOY ATIOAOPHTIKOY 


Totro 4 kevwletoa Dedrns, TOUTO 7 mpoohnpbeica oapé, Toro H Kaw) 
pitts, Beds Kat avOpwrros, év €& duotv kat bv évds dupdrepa. 


[24] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY ’EIZ TA TENEO@AIA 


“ * 4 sit 

AreoraaAy prev, arn’ as avbpwros: SutA0vs yap Hy, éret Kal exoTiacer Kal: 
é cose, 
éreivycev Kal €dtibnoev Kal Fywviacey Kat €daxKpudev vow pvaEus, 


[25] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY HEPI‘YIOY B' AOTOY 


A Y > ae ae: NY \ \ n ? OEE! 
Tatra pev obdv Hutv eipjolw mpos Tous 70 weilov Koumdlovtas: Beds bE 
x ~ ~ ~ 43 ” ~ . i 

A€yotro av ob Tot Adyou, Tot dpwyevou bé. Ids ydp av etn Tot Kupiws 
n 4 4 e “ td / + \ Beas 
Geot Ocds; ‘Qorep kai Harnp ob rod dpwevou, rob Adyov 8€, Kai ydp 


[23] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 2, 23 (ed. J Bernardi, SC 247, 120, c. 23, ll. 3-5; PG 35, 432 Bi5= 
C2). Cf. etiam: Eulog., Orat. IV (V, 35, IL 5-8); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 11 (146, no. 99; 1); Doctr. Patr. 
2, 11 (11,19; 1); Joan. Caes., Apol. Cone. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 104 (41, Il. 1020-2; 1); Cod. Novar. 30, Test. 88 
(93, 11. 31-3); IL. 3-4 (air ... dyupdrepa): Leont. jer. Ctr. Mon., Test. 3 (1817 CL1-12) 

[24] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 38, 15 (ed. C. Moreschini, SC 358, 138, c. 15, I. 1-3; PG 36, 328 
Clt~14). Cf etiam: Thdt., Eran. I, Test. 45 (168, IL 2-4); Leo, Tomus I, Test. 5 (22, 11. 5-7); Tomus I, Test: 
13 (124, ll. 28-30); Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc. Frag. Syr. 105 (42, IL 1031-4); Sev., Ctr. Gram, II, 37 
(233, 1. 22-4; tr. 171, 1. 28-30); Ad Serg. H (115, . 22-4; tr. 86, I. 24-6); Leont. Byz., CA, Test. 11; De Sect. 2 
IX; Flor. Len. 131, Test. 2; Flor Vat. 1455, Test.19; Doctr. Patr.7, X (52,12; 1); 1 (dareardAy ... Fv): 
Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon., Test. 22 (1821 B13-14); Doctr. Patr. 4, TV (30,1.7); Sev., Ad Neph. IT (42, iL. 17-18; 
tr. 31, ll. 28-9); Ctr. Gram. III, 23 (20, I. 29-30; tr.14, I. 31-2); I 6-7 (eet... [pdcews]): Sev, Antijul. 
(133, L. 16-tr. 103, 1. 10-12); IL 6-7 (cat [éreivycer] ... pdcews): Anast. Sin., Hod. X,2.5.51 f. (173) : 

[25] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 30, 7-8 (ed. P. Gallay, SC 250 240, |. 16-242, 1 13; PG 36, 113 
A6-B10; ed. A. J. Mason, 119 f.). Cf. etiam: De Sect. IX; fl. 2-5 (@eds ... ob kupiws): Ps.-Joan. Mar: 
Test. 8 (194, il. 2-5); Doctr. Patr. 4, III (30, I. 4-5); Il. 2-7 (@eds ... Harsjp): Pamph. VI (168: 
IL 255-60); ll. 11-p. 204,1. 3 (@eds ... érilevEts): r 


VOG [23] 3 post (odp§) add. “et hoc est quod ex utroque mercamur” Dion. Exig. 4 e& : 
dupotv: éx duoty Eul. (év ... dupdrepa): “ut per unum utrumque habere possumus” Dion. Exig. 

[24] 5 TA TENE@AIA: TO HASXA OG 6 aAW om. De Sect. SumrAods ... ézret! 
Sirah yap Hv % pdors adrod U (ev aura: Leo, Joan. Caes.), dueAer rot evretfev Thdt., Leo, Joan. 
Caes., Sev, (txt. Thdt. cod. P; 4} ptaus atrod om. Thdt. cod. J) ante éxoriacev add. bénaey Kal... 
Flor. Len. 131 «ai erreivnoev om. V*, De Sect. 7 éreivace Anast. Sin. kai ediynoev. 
om. Flor. Len. 131 xai jywviacev om. De Sect. Anast. Sin.  vdu@ pioews: vdjuep owpares.. 
Greg, Naz., Thdt.codd, SD, Sev., Doctr. Patr., Flor. Len. 131; dvOpwaivov owparos vow Thdt. cett. 
(sed om. dvpwivov cod. D), Leo, Joan. Caes., Leont. Byz. CA, De Sect. 

[25] 8 B’AOFOY: AOTOY B' V; A’ AOFOY O 9 ody om. De Sect. yyiv eat 
eipjo0w transp. De Sect. eipeicdw V Oeds: Képios Pamph. VI, cod. V; &€ om. 
Pamph. 10 Adyorr’ O, Pamph. VI, cod. V dv om. Flor. Len.i31, ante Adyorro ee 
Pamph. XVII rod xupiws om. Pamph. VI {25] 6-7 Eph. 1. 17 [26] 10 (84 .. 
aavra) cf. Joan. 1.3 1-2 Eph. 3.17 
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23. BY ST GREGORY THE THEOLOGIAN, 
FROM HIS APOLOGETIC DISCOURSE 


This is the emptied divinity, this is the assumed flesh, this is the new mixture— 
God and a human being, one from both and both through one. 


24, BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE 
ORATION ON CHRIST’S BIRTH 


He was sent, but as a human being—for he was double, since he labored and 
was hungry and thirsty and struggled and wept, by the law of nature. 


25. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
SECOND ORATION ON THE SON 


Let this be our affirmation against those who make a lot of noise about the word 
“greater” (see John 14.28): he should be called the “God” not of the Word, but of 
the one who is seen. For how could he be God of one who is properly God? Just 
as he is Father not of the one who is seen, but of the Word. For 
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iy SimAods, a wore TO pev xupions én dppo iv, 70 be od Kupions, aan’ é evartius 
7 ep Tov exe: eay pev yap xupios Oeds, od kupios dé Tari. Kai 
TOUTO OTL O TOLEL TOLS aiperixots THY mAdvnyst 4} T@v GvopaTtev emilevgis 
erradharropevany TOY ) Ovopedr aay dud. T7v obyKpaoty. Zyuctov Sé Huikaa 
pvoets Siioravrat, ais emivoiats ovvdiatpetrat Kal TA OVOLATA. Hoiov 
A€yovros & a&Kovcor tva“6 Beds TOU Kupiov jpa@v Inaod Xpiorod, 6 ) Tarp 
THS des” Xpioroo wey Beds, THs dé Sdéys LariHp. Ei yap Kal 
ovvap.porepor Ev, GAN ob TH pucet, TH S€ ovvoedw. 


[26] TOY AYTOY’EK THS ITPOX 
KAHAONION ENMISTOAHS A’ 


‘Os Kat TO Ota. Xpisrov yeyovévan Th TAVTE KGL TO “KOTOLKELD Xpiarov é év 
tais kapdlats Hav” ob KATE TO patvopevov TOO Oeot GAXd Kara 


Scholion ad 25, 1.1 (76 rev ... vet) in calc. O: cf. Appendicem II huius libri. 
{25] 6-7 Eph. 1.17 [26] 11 (8d... ravra) cf Joan.1.3 11-12 (xaroietv... hucir) Bph. 3,17 : 


Pamph. XVII (256, Il. 112-18); p. 204, L 11 (@eds ... Adyou dé) et p. 204, I. 4-5 (nvika: 
évopuara): Leont. Jer., Cir. Mon., Test. 18 (1820 D11-1821 A3);  p. 202, 1.9 - p. 204,19 (Beds. 
ovvedw): Theor. Disp. (140 D8-141 A11); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 60-1 (cum omissionibus); Thdt., Eran: 
IL, Test 46 (168, Il. 6-16; 1); Justr. Ctr. Mon., Test. 136 (29, Il. 10-18; 1); IL. 3~5 (xatrodro... dvéuara) 
Cone, Chale, Ad Marc. Test. 4 (114 [473], ll. 18-19: in aliquibus codd. om. |. 4 [évaAAarropevery 
odyxpacwv]); Ul. 2-8 (kat robre ,.. cuvdédeu): Joan. Dam., Cer. Jac., Test. 14 (1493 A7-15; 1); Il. 4-5 
(onjetov ... dvdpzara): Euth, Zig. Pan. XVI (1080 Al4—B2); Il. 4-8 (onpefov ... cuvdde): Sev, Ad 
Neph (41, IL 16-22; tr, 31, I. 2-8); Doctr. Patr. 2, TH (11,1 11); Joan. Dam., Cer. Jac., Test. 12 (146, ho. 
100); I. 4-8 Gjvixa ... ovvddas): Sev., Ctr, Gram. IIL, 8 (153, I. 4-9; tr. 106, |. 29-107, 1. 1); Jus 
Conf. Rect. Fid., Test. 8 (84, Il. 34-6); Il 6-7 (ci yap ... cvvddq@): Sev., Exp. Fid., apud Doctr. Pati. 
L1(25, IL 14-15); Leont. Jer. Ctr. Mon., Test. 24 (1821 C9-10); Pamph. VE (158, Il. 20-1; 169, il. 261- 
Euth. Zig., Pan. VII (213 B5-6); Theor, Disp. (152 A11-12) 

[26] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Ep. 101, Ad Cledoniuum I (ed, P.Gallay, SC 208, 48, Il. 15-20; PG 37, 181, 
C2-7).CE£ etiam: p. 204, 1.11 - p.206,1.1 (ais Kai... xARoewy): Thdt. 


VOG [25] 1-2 wore ... Harhp om. Flor. Len. 131 sycdv jeev yap . . Harip om. Pam 


XVI 2 adv om. Greg. Naz., Pamph., Justn. Ctr. Mon., Theor. 7} om. O; dé} Pamph. 
Thdt. ev post Kupieos transp. Greg. Naz, Thdt. (txt. cod. J), Pamph. VI, Just. Ctr. Mon., 
Theor. post @eds add. 6 @eds Greg. Naz. Codd AD 4 émaddattopevwr .. . obyK pact 


om. Thdt. (txt. cod. J), Conc. Chale. codd, MW. Flor. Len. 131 évaAAarropevany 
Theor. drraAAarropdvwy De Sect. 7a dvopdrey Toure Thdt. cod, J ante jvixa add: 
as V 5 Starpetra: Euth. Zig. dxcovere Thdt. (txt. cod. J) ty” O 6 post 6 Geds 
add. kat ar7p Joan, Dam. 7 Xpiorod pev: 70d wev Xptorod Flor. Len. 131 «atom. Thi 
Joan. Dam. 8 ra cuvangdrepa Pamph. dAX’ om. Pamph.’ post suvddw add. robra 
Greg. Naz. 

[26] 10 KAYAONION G A’ ‘EMISTOAHY O; ENMISTOAHZ B' VN; 
ETUISTOAHSG 11 es: co7rep Greg. Naz.,Thdt. 7d...760m. Thdt. ante Xpiorod add. 
tod Greg. Naz.codd. AS*DPC, Thdt. —+6?.om.G, Greg.Naz. 12 yyseoy: ddiv Greg. Naz 
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he was double, so that there is one proper, and another improper, predication 
for both—but in a way opposite to what holds good for us. For us, after all, he is 
properly God, but not properly Father. And this is what causes error for the 
heretics: the linking of names, so that they become interchangeable because of 
the mixture. A sign of this is when the natures are distinguished, the names, too, 
are divided along with the ideas. Hear Paul saying this: “The God of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, the Father of Glory” (Eph. 1.17). Of Christ he is God, but the Father 
of glory. If both are one thing, it is not by nature but by conjunction. 


26. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS FIRST 
LETTER TO CLEDONIUS 


... So that also our affirmation that all things have come to be through Christ 
(John 1.3), and that “Christ dwells in our hearts” (Eph 3.17), are said not with 
regard to the earthly appearance of God but with regard to 


5 Ei obv puctxov 77H oapki To Hyepovevecbat, Kabds pnatw 6 AmoAwaptos, 


id 
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~ ‘ fal f 
voovpevor, Kiprauevar wWoTep THY pioewr, ovTW bn Kat TAY KAnCEWY, 
A , 3 4 ~ ~ 
Kal meprywpovaur eis GAAnAas 7H Adyw THS cuupulas. 


{27] TOY ATIOY PPHIOPIOY E|MMZKOMOY NYZSHZ"EK 
TOY TIPO ATIOAINAPION ANTIPPHTIKOY 


Hyewovixon b€ TH pucer 70 Getov, rs 6 Tatra Sidods ev €€ apyfs eivas Ta. 
dpporepa TH pvoer Sropilerat, mao dvrTos mpodyAou Gre ETEpos TOO 
irroyerpiou Kal GAAos Tod émtataTobvros 6 Adyos, Kal GAAo TO mEpUKOsS 

donyetobat Kai €repov TAAL @ ptors TO Wyepovedery Cariv; Ei obv €v Tots 
évavriows iidpacw } Oardpou Tovrw Pewpetrar puars, THs capKos A€yw — 
Kal THs edryTOS, THs pia at dbo piceis eiaiv; 


[26cont.] Eran.1,Test.46 (104,11. 15-18); 112-3 (xipvaueveny ... cupvias): Leont.Jer., Cir Monty. 2 
Test. 19 (1821 A5-7); Pamph. IV (150, Il. 12-14) oe 

[27] Gregorius Nyssenus, Adversus Apollinarium 40 (ed. F. Mueller, GNO III/1.195, 1, 24-196, - 
1.5; PG 45, 1213 D5-1216 A9). Cf etiam: Doctr. Patr, 2, XV (14,131); Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66,7 (485,11: 
10-23); Justn., Ctr, Mon., Test. 191 (40, 1. 38-41, L. 2; 1); De Sect. IX (J; ut in V); Il. 9-11 (é: ody... etaty): - 
Leont. Jer., Cir. Mon., Test. 75 (1833, D7~—9); Epbr. Am., Ad Domn. et Joan, (IV, 146, 1L. 22-4); Ad Or. Mon. ° 
(IV, 161, 1. 26-162,1.29); Joan. Dam., Cér. Jac, Test. 23 (149, no. 113); Doctr. Patr.9, IV (60, Il. 2~4); Euth, © 
Zig., Pan, 16 (1080 C7-9); Theor., Disp. (153 D15-156 A3); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 78; 1.11 (meds pia ad d8o-: 
gioes ciatv;): Eustathius (4441. 936); Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 1.2.81 f. (151) : 


VOG [26] 2 picewr ... KAjoewr: KAjoewr ... pboewy Thdt. a 
VG [27] Hoc testimonium om. O, transp. post test. 31 V. 3 ‘ETMZKOMOY om. V. 
4 IIPOX AITOAINAPION ANTIPPHTIKOY: KATA AHOAINAPIOY ZYNTAIMATOSZV :: 


5-7 (ei obv ... mpodyAov) om. G 6 TH om. Doctr. Patr., Niceph. elva, om. Doctr. Patr5.- 
elvar ra om. Nicepb. ante efvaz add. ro De Sect. 9 év om, Euth. Zig. rots om. Flor. 
Len. 131 10 devaytiots Theor. Gazépov: exarépou Leont. Jer., Justn.; Odrepa Ephr. 


Am., Ad Or.Mor. cod. A, Flor. Len. 131 Bewpetrar eipiaxera: De Sect. ante aapxos add: 
yap ‘Euth, Zig. Post oapkeés add. re V, Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. Aéyw om, Doctr. Patr. 9, IV. 
11 ante plo add. oty Anast. Sin. potae Niceph. gvoets om. G, Niceph., Euth. Zig. | Theor. 
gvoes eioivom.Ephr.Am. Post eioivadd. ITdis 8é belay (Belay riva Greg. Nyss.) «al odpavia. 
odpkamepumAdaces TH A dyes; HaMov de atrov(om. DeSect.) mpoarrocapxot (rpoarooapkols 
De Sect.) rév Adyov, odk olkovopiKas er éoxdrewy rav (om. Greg. Nyss.) 7} HEpay THY tpeerépav ne 
dmedbovra (emeABdvra. De Sect.) woppny, GAN det roiro (radrov De Sect.) rot drpéntou THY Eo 
odpKa (rov ditpenrov TiS: oapKos De Sect), Kal Too kadnyoupevou. mpoodeeabat, THe " 

Tyeerépav dvreKpus Aéyet odpxa, THY bia 76 Tpemrov Tis pooews eis duapriay mecoboay et: 
be & drrepoupadvidy (Eroupdvidy De Sect.) 7 kal Getov adja, Kabeis Png Dewpet (Bewpetrat 
Greg. Nyss.) epi Tov Adyoy, ob8€ 76 Tpenrav (dtpemroy V) alre mavTas Kara Td dKdAovioy 
SiSwauy. V, De Sect. (= Greg, Nyss.: Mueller 196, I. 5-15; PG 45.1216 A9-B5) 
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what we know; as the natures are blended, so indeed are the terms we use for 
them, and they move interchangeably with each other, by reason of their 
growing together. 


27, BY ST GREGORY, BISHOP OF NYSSA, 
FROM HIS REFUTATION OF APOLLINARIUS 


If, then, it is natural for flesh to be guided, as Apollinarius says, and the divine is 
guide by its nature, how can someone who grants this lay it down that both are 
naturally one from the beginning? It must be more than clear to all that the 
structure of what is subject is one thing, and that of what is in command is 
another, and that what is naturally suited to be led along is one thing, and what 
_ has the nature to lead is yet another. If, then, the nature of each of these things 
is recognized in opposite characteristics—I mean those of flesh and of 
Godhead—how are the two natures one? 
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[28] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY KAT’EYNOMIOY A’ AOLOY 


\ \ « , a“ ee , » ‘ 92, ¢ ge: 
Tov yap “peoitny Oeob Kat avOpwrwv, Kabws wvopacev 6 Gio 
> a 5) 5 ¢ t \ ~ ca é ee e vd , 
Amdatodos, ovdev ovTws ws 7d Tob Yiot deixvucty dvopa, Exatépa pia 

~ + 3, 

TH Te Geia Kal dvO purr ivy, Kara 70 igov epappolopevor- ) yap abros Kah 
ig 2 f 

Yios Gcob éoTt, Kal vids dvO pasrov KaT oikovoutav eyevETo- va. TH ™pos 

éxaTepov Kowvwvia Ov EauTod ovvaiby Ta SteoTOra TH pvoer. 


[29] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY B’ AOLOY 


ee aa | a , Pe age hae 
Tlota poppy émt tot mafovs pamilerat, Kat moia €€ aidiou bo€éalerai; 
A A fal nn 4 3 ~ y ¢ \ “4 

Pavepa yap TavTa, KaV LH Tis Epeppnvetan TH Adyep, OT at wev TANYE 
a , 2 8 £ t eon ‘ ~ ; tae ay: 
Tod SovAov, év @ 6 Seatro7 7s, at Sé tysal Tob deamdrov, mEpt Ov 6 Sood 
§ ¢ er 

ws da Thy ovvagedy te kal ovppviar Kowd yevéecbat Ta Exarépo 
dppdtepa, TOU Te Seamdtov robs SovdiKod’s pwAwas cis EavTd 
dvahapBavovros, kat Tob SovAou 7H Seororixh So€alopevov Ti7. 


[30] TOY AYTOY°EK TOY A’ AOFOY 


A “a a , byes 
Tlavraxot yap tiv Tod avOpwreiou mpos 76 Yetov avaKpaciw Kynpvocwy, 
ovdey HTTOV Ev EKATEPwW TO LOLov Kabopa. 


[28] 21 Tim, 2.5 


[28] Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomiurn III, 1, 92 (ed. W. Jaeger IE, 35, IL 12~19; PG 45, 597: 
B11-C5). Cf. etiam: Justn., Cir, Mon.130 (28, Il. 33-6); IL 2-4 (rov yap... epappoldpevov): Leon 
Jex., Ctr. Mon., Test. 27 (1821 D6-9); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 79. 

[29} Gregorius Nyssenus, ibid. III, 3, 66 (ed. W. Jaeger, II, 131, Il. 6-13; PG 45.705 C10-D3). Cf 
etiam: Conc. Const. III (425 A7—-B2; t); Doctr, Patr. 15, XIX (97, ll. 8-9; 1);1.8 (qota ... doéalera: 
Gelasius, De Duab. Nat., Test. 24° (549; 1); Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 17), IL 27-9; 1); Anast. Sin., Hoi 
X,L2.78f.(151); 1. 8-9 (woia ... Adyq): Thdt., Evan, III, Test. 48 (241,11, 27-8); Il. 8-10 (rota. 
dodAos); Fac Herm., Def. Tr. Cap. XI, 4 (340, I. 9-13; 1); Il. 8-12 (roia. ... dupedrepa): Flor Vat. 145 
Test. 24 : 
[30] Gregorius Nyssenus, ibid. III, 4, 13 (ed. W. Jaeger, II, 138, Il. 18-19; PG 45, 716 Al0-12), CE 
etiam. Flor. Len. 131, Test. 4; Flor Vat. 1455, Test. 25a 


VOG [28] 1 AYTOY: AFIOY (MAKAPIOY V) [TPHIOPIOY "EHIZKOMOY NYZHZ 
VO (‘EKTQLNG A’omV A' AOTOY omO 2 Tov: To Justn. yap 0 
Leont. Jer, Justn. ante dvduace add. cai Leont. Jer. dvduanev V  Oeios: peyas Greg 
Nyss., Justn. 3 Andorodos om.O — Yiot: Xpuorod Greg. Nyss. codd. VL; Kupiov Flo 
Len.131 ante poeradd.77 G, Greg. Nyss.cod.V 4 reom.V,Leont.Jer; post Geég transp:: 
Greg. Nyss., Justn, ante dvipumivy add. 75 V 5 @eodante Yids transp. Greg. Nyss., Justin: 

[29] 8 popp?: pdats Xprorod Anast. Sin. didtou: Adou Ephr. Am. 9 pH Ti 

pdels Thdt. (txt.cod.J) — €ppanvedn Thdt. 11 yiveBar Greg, Nyss. (txt. codd. TS), Con 
Const. Iii 13 dvadaBdvros V“O — Seamrotixf: rot Seamdrou V 
[30] 15 dvOpwrivov Greg.Nyss. «npirriv V, Greg, Nyss. 16 xafopdy Flor. Len 131 
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28. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
FIRST BOOK AGAINST EUNOMIUS 


Nothing else than the name of the Son, then, reveals the “mediator between 
God and human beings” (1 Tim. 2.5), as the divine Apostle calls him—a name 
fitted to each nature, the divine and the human, equally. For the same one is Son 
of God, and became son of man in the plan of God, so that he might link 
together what is naturally separate by their sharing with each other through 
himself. 


29. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM BOOK 2 


Which form is scourged in the Passion, and which is eternally glorified? This is 
obvious, even if one does not use one’s reason for interpreting, that the beatings 
belong to the servant in whom the master dwells, and the honors to the master 
whom the servant surrounds. As a result, through their conjunction and growth 
together, both qualities of each become common: the master receives the 
servant's wounds into himself, and the servant is glorified with the master’s 
status. 


30. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM BOOK 4 


... For proclaiming everywhere the mingling of what is human with what is 
divine, he nonetheless perceives what is proper in each. 
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{31] TOY’AYTOY’EK TOY’AYTOY AOTOY 


v > ee yy ne We 6 4 , nm a 2 4 
Tva, éx 700 Ta BU0 TrEpi TO Ev Aéyeobas 76 mpdapopor vootTo TeEpt EKaTE 
po 
4 A b | cal ¢ 2 7 4 4 € 
wept ev TO Oetov 4 amdfera, wept b€ TO avOpwmivov 7} KaTa TO 7a 
oixovopia. 


[32] TOY APIOY IOYAIOY ‘ETMSKOIOY PQMHE: 
TAYTHN AE THN XPHSIN ‘(0 MAKAPIOZ KYPIAAOZ 
HAPHTPATEN’EN TH KAT AYTON SYNOQ 


co Ober €& dvdynns Kai 76 caparixdy Kabdrou Kai 76 Beixdv xabdXo 
AéyecBau- Kal 6 Hn Suvdevos év rots vanpevors Staspopay eidévar, Tit 
iStov é éxaré pov, evayTi@pacw dovppdvors mepurecetrat: 6 0€ Kal Ta idea 
yeraonenv Kal THY Evwaty PvddtTwy oUTE Tas PioELS PetTETAL OUTE i) 
evwaw dyvonaet. 


{33] TOY ATIOY TAAPIOY EMMZKOMOY 
ITIKTABQN. EIX AE KAI‘ OYTOS TQN’EN NIKAIA 
‘EK TOY WEPI MISTEQS AOLTOY O' 


> 4 e a“ ~ 
Ov« ofdev, odk otdev obros TH EauTob Cai, Os Inoodv Tov Xprorov ais 
> an 4 ¢ Vo ne +> 3 betas 
GAnOH Oeov ob Tw Kat dAnOH avo pwrov obk éricTarat. 


[31] Gregorius Nyssenus, ibid. III, 4, 14 (ed. W. Jaeger I, 139, il 3-6; PG 45, 716 B9-13), 
Cé£ etiam: Justn., Ctr. Mon. 148 (31, Hl. 12-13; t); Flor. Vat. 1455, Test.25b; Syn. Hispal. (566 E3-10; 0; 
Justn., Conf. Rect. Fid., Test. 9 (86, ll. 2-4; t) 

[32] Ps.-Julius Romae (revera Apollinarius Laodicenus), De Unione 17 (ed, H. Lietzmann, 192; 
1. 14-193,1.2). Cf etiam: Sev. Ad Neph. JT (29,11. 9-14; tr. 22, 1. 13-18); Ephr.Am., Ad Or. Mon. (1V, 17 
IL. 31-6); Niceph., Antirrh, I, Test. 35 (359, IL 14-15); Flor. Marc. 573, f. 31’; Flor Len. 131, Test. 9 
1 9-12 (xat 6 jer)... &yvoyoet): Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Prag. Syr. 117 (46, IL 1143- 6), c 
correctionibus Sever’; Sev. Ad Serg. (88,11 19-25; tr. 64,1.33~-65,1. 4); ll. 10-12 (6 de... dyvonoer: Leont. 
Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 46 (1828 A12-14) 

[33] Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate 1X, 3 (ed. P. Smulders, CCL 62A, 373, c. 3, ll. 6-7; PL 10, 282 
B10-12). Cf. etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test 92% Leo, Tomus J, Test. 1 (20, ll. 8-9; / [cum 34 coniunctum] 
Tomus IZ, Test. 2 (120, ll. 21-2; J [cum 34 coniunctum]); Thdt., Eran. II, Test. 79 (178, li. 3-4; J ican 34 
coniunctum}) 


VOG [31] 2 #’O 

[32] 6 4B om. V 7 HAPHTATEN ante ‘(0 MAKAPIO“ transp. G 8 post: 
owparicoy add. adrod Sev.Ad Neph. — post Oeixdv add. adrod Sev., Ad Neph. 9 A€yerat 
G, Ps.Julius Suvdevos ev: Svvapdvois Niceph. Stagdpors Ps.-Julius, Ephr, Am., Sev. 
10 dovppwvws Ps.-Julius 7dom.Leont.Jer. 11 guAdcowyPs-Julius — rv pdow P: 
Julius, Sev. (corr. ad Joan. Caes.}  YedSeras Ephr. Am. 12 dyvojeecev Ephr. Am. 

[33] 13 TAAPIQNOZ G 14 OYTOZ: AYTOZ V  TRN’EN NIKAIAu THE EN 
NIKAIAISYNOAOY O 15 @' ante AOLOY transp.V 16 od« ofder* om. G, Thdt. 
(txt.cod.J) — odros: 6vtws Leo Tomus I, Thdt. 17 ddnbais O : 
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31. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME BOOK 


So that, on the basis of the two being said of the one thing, the appropriate 
category might be attributed to each: freedom from suffering concerns what is 
© divine, but the divine plan of the Passion concerns what is human. 


32. BY ST JULIUS, BISHOP OF ROME; THE BLESSED 
CYRIL BROUGHT THIS TEXT FORWARD IN THE 
SYNOD HELD UNDER HIS LEADERSHIP 


_,.. For that reason, what is generally proper to the body and what is generally 
_ divine is necessarily predicated. And anyone who cannot recognize the 
difference in what is united—what is proper to each—will encounter opposite 
characteristics that clash with each other; but anyone who recognizes what is 
: proper [to each], and preserves the union, will neither be deceived about the 
~ natures nor be unaware of their union. 


33. BY ST HILARY, BISHOP OF POITIERS 
(HE, TOO, WAS ONE OF THOSE AT NICAEA); 
FROM HIS TREATISE ON THE FAITH, BOOK 9 


. He is unaware—unaware!—of his own life, who does not recognize Jesus Christ 
as true God, just as he is truly human. 
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[34] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


Tatra 6 Adyos capt yevdj.evos edevye Kat i dvOpwros Tyoods 6 6 Kibpios ris 
dons edida0Ke,mpos 7p THS exxAnaias owrnpiay peeaiTns adrés ora pyay 
ev eaurd, Kal avT@ rouTw 7 pvornple, be obmep Bem Kat aw pciser Nts 
epectrevaer, els Tuyydvey 70 ouvauporepor, éx rev évesberady els ard 
57) ToOTO pooewy EV KGL TAUTOV OL € exarépas poaews Oy: may OUTWS ws ep 
EKATEPY) p76 OToTEpou xnpetew, ay Tws mavonrat Oeds elvat LTLKTOMEDO 
dv purros, H 7aAv dv potros ovK TO Stapevery Ocds- odxoby TOUTO TH 
ev dvOperrous pioews TO paxdpior, To TOv Oeov pev Kat dvOpartoy 
KN pUTTELY, Thy be odpKa Kat Aédyov Suoroyeiv, Kal Tov Oedv eidévat 6 Or : 
avOputros ein, Kal THY Cd pKa LH dyvoetv G7t Kal Adyos eatin. 


[35] TOY’AYTOY’EK TOY TIEPI TIZTEQSY AOLOY Z' 


‘Opds dpa ovTw Kai Oedv Kal avOpwrrov épodoyetobat. 


[36] KAI ME@*ETEPA 


Le A < 4 “a ks 4 ¥: a Y Pe 
Kai érrew0rep €xarepa tats oixelats yeyevnrat puoeaty, eva jror Xprorov 
€xeivov €lvat myn wdveve TOV 6vTA apeporepa. «2 Tatra dé 


[34] Hilarius Pictaviensis, ibid. (ed. P Smulders, CCL 62A, 374, c. 3, ll. 12-23; PL 10, 285 A2~14).Cf 
etiam: Thdt., Eran. II, Test. 79 (178, Il. 10-20; t [cum 33 coniunctum]); Leo, Tomus I, Test: 1 
(20, ll. 14-23; T [cum 33 coniunctum]); Leo, Tornus IT, Test. 2 (121, ll. 1-8; f [cum 33 epalnneuunly; 
16-7 (év.. -xnpeveev): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Man., Test. 87 (1836 D9-10) 

[35] Hilarius Pictaviensis, ibid. [X, 11 (ed. P Smulders, CCL 62A, 382, 1. 20; PL 10, 290 B11). C 
etiam: Thdt., Eran. Il, Test. 81 (180,1. 2; £ [cum 36 coniunctum)); Leo, Tornus I, Test. 3 (21, 1.27; | [cum 
36 coniunctum|); Tomus I, Test. 4 (122, 1 9; L [cum 36, lL 14—15 coniunctum]); Flor. Vat. 1455, Test. 12 
[cum 36, ll. 15-16 coniunctum} : 

[36] Hilarius Pictaviensis, ibid. IX, 11 et 14 (ed. P. Smulders, CCL 62A, 383, ll. 26-8; 385, IL 1-4; PL : 
10,290 C2-291 A2; 292 B5—9). Cf. etiam: Flor, Len. 131, Test. 92°; Thdt., Fran. IL, Test. 81 ; 


VOG [34] 2 post ‘Ingots add. Xpioros Hil., Leo, Thdt. 3 dddoxer Thdt. codd. I 
ev... uvoTypicn: ev abT@ TO ) wvorn pln Thdt. (txt. cod. y Kal auT@ om, Leo 5 atré 
rabTo V 5-6 «is ard 5 tovro: eis 76 adTo TobTo 87 Leo; els avT0 TobTO be Thdt. fe 
atr@ 59 rovtw cod. J; eis adr Totro Bvo cod, 1) 6 ante picewvadd. ravG = radrov 
ratro Leo = a@vom.Leont.Jer. éy om. Leont. Jer. 7 omorépy Vn 6 drrorépou:. 
jenSeré pov Leo, Thdt. (und érépw codd. ISV*; txt. cod. J) 8 dvEpamos ante TUKTOMEVOS 
transp.O ov 7: ody Thdt. (od« Hv cod. J) 8-9 adKody . +» pace pLoV: “haec itaque 
humanae beatitudinis fides vera est” Hil. 9 pices: adn bois miatews Leo, Thdt. pe 
ante @edv transp. Leo, Thdt. (txt. cod. J) 10 ante Gedy add. Te Leo, Thdt. cod J; add. prev". 
Thdt. codd cett. 11 ante dvOpwaros add. xai Leo, Thdt. cai r7}v: r}v Ge V, Thdt. cod. S 

[35] 12 Z'post AOLFOY transp. V 13 «atom. Leo, Thdt. 

[36] 15 ésrecdx) Flor Marc.573 ante rais add.év Leocodd.PS yeyévyvratLeo = va prot 
Xpiordv om. O— prou: pevroe (“tamen”) Hil; ydvov Flor Marc. 573 post Xprorav add, 
Tyooty Thdt., Leo, Flor. Marc. 573 16 efvas om. Thdt. 
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34, AND LATER ON 


The Word made flesh said these things, and the man Jesus, the Lord of glory, 
taught them, being himself mediator, in himself, for the salvation of the Church; 
by that very mystery, by which he mediated between God and the human race, 

e was in both respects one subject—one and the same reality through each 
nature, from natures united into this same thing. But this happened in such a 
way that in each of them he was not deprived of the other, lest he should cease 
‘to be God when he was born as a human being, or on the other hand not be 
human because he remained God. Indeed this is the blessed thing about the 
nature we humans share: to proclaim God and a human being, and to confess 
the flesh and the Word; to know about God that he is human, and not to be 
‘unaware that the flesh is also the Word. 


35. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
TREATISE ON THE FAITH, BOOK 7 


So you see, then, that both God and a human being are confessed. 


36. AND LATER ON 


And since both came to be within their own proper natures, recall, if you will, 
that he is one Christ who is both ... I have demonstrated this 
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rovrou xapty bid Bpayewr dmédera, iva Exar épav piow ev 70 ) Kupicp Tyucd 
Inoot Xpior@p voctotas prnuovetwuer: 6 yap wv év poppy Oeod eAaBe 
SovAov oper. 


[37] TOY ATIOY AMBPOSIOY E|MISKOIOY MEAIOAANOY KAL 

‘OMOAOLHTOY,EK TQN ITPOX PPATIANON TON BASIAEA. 

TAYTHN AE THN XPHSXIN ITAPHTATEN’EN TH KATA 
NESTOPIOY XYNOAQ ‘O MAKAPIOX KYPIAAOZ 


Purdswpev Tap diapopar THs Bedryros Kal iris GapKos: els yap év exarép 
Aahet 6 Yios 700 Oeod, errevdiprep € év abra@ éxarépa guais éotiv: et yap 
6 adrds €or AaAdy, TAH obk del wovorpdmus Aare. 


{36] 2-3 Phil 2.6-7 


[36 cont.] (180, IL 5-10); t [cum 35 coniunctum]); Leo, Tomus I, Test. 3 (21, I. 30-3; [cum 35° 
coniunctum]); p. 212, ll. 15-16 («ai... dyuporepa): Leo, Tomus IZ, Test. 4 (122, ll. 11-12; [cum 3 
coniunctum]); p. 212, 1. 16 - p. 214, 1. 2 (radva ... pynpovedwper): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 8 
(1836 D1-3); (radra... pope): Leo, Tomus H, Test. 5 (122, lL 12—16) 

[37] Ambrosius, De Fide ad Gratianum Il, 9,77 (ed. O. Faller, CSEL 78, 84-5, fl. 32-8; PL 16, 57 
B13~-C5). Cf etiam: Thdt., Eran. Il, Test. 31 (163, 1. 25-164, | 2); Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor I, 16 (35); Joan. Caes:; 
Apol. Conc. Chatc., Frag. Syr. 88 (35, fl. 832-8); Innoc. Mar. Test. 61 (179,11, 33-6); De Sect. IX; Anast. Si 
Hod. X 1, 2.64-6, 73-4: om. p. 214, 1.9 - p. 216,11 [ef yap ... dvOpei7rov]); Doctr. Patr. 2, XVI (15. 
I. 4-10); Niceph., Antirrh, If, Test, 37 (360, Il. 1-9); Flor, Len. 131, Test. 42 (om. p. 214, 1 10 
p.216,1.2 [ecspyoor ... AaAet]); Thdt., Eran. IL, Test. 33 (164, ll. 15-21; t) Leo, Tomus I, Test. 7 (225, 
IL 49-25; 1); Tomus H, Test. 8 (123, IL 11-15; 1); Justn., Cx Mon., Test. 155 (32, IL 31-5; 1); Fac. Herm, 
Def Tr. Cap. I, 5, 12-13 (30, il. 83-90; 7); Syn. Lat. (298, ll. 20-4; 1); Conc, Ephes., Coll. Vat. 54, Test: 13: 
(42, 1. 29-43, 1. 4; 1); Coll, Ath. 75, Test. 13 (92, Il. 24-8; 1); Sev., Ctr. Gram. Til, 17 (279, tl. 23-30; tr. 19 
1.30-5;1);18 (puAdéwyer ... capkds) : Doctr, Paty. 5, VIE(34,L 10); 11.8-9 (purddgaper ... dori 
Cone. Chalc., Ad Marc., Test. 2 (114 [473], ll. 12-13); Pulg, Rusp., : 


VOG [36] 1 éxardpay pov: “utriusque naturae personam” Hil; éxarépa iors Flo 
Len.131 sv om. Hil. 2 voetoGa:: tractari Hil pavypovedowper G 

[37] 4 MEAIOAANQN OG 7 KATANELTOPIOY: KAT’ AYTONV 8 po 
pradguper add roivuv Syn. Lat. pradgaper 77 Siapopav: mpdaxes my evwow Epl 
Am, 77... THS ... THS om. Conc. Chale, rH ... THs om. Anast. Sin. — 7H}5 CO.pKos Kat ri 
Gedryros Flor. Marc. 573 post rs add. re Syn. Lat. els yap om. Leont.Jer.1829B  éxarépa: 
érépwy Ephr. Am; €xarépais De Sect. 9 dared: pbéyyerat Conc. Chalc.,De Sect, red 
Joan. Dam. 6 Yids rod Geos: om. 6 Conc. Chalc.; 6 700 @cob Yids Ephr. Am., Leont. Jer. 1829B;: 
Joan, Dam., Doctr. Patr. Euth. Zig.; Xpiords Anast. Sin; Oeod Yids (quod ante év Exarépa transp.). 
Flor, Marc. 573, Syn Lat. erevdarrEp: erredn) G, Cone. Chalec., De Sect., Anast. Sin., Euth. Zig.; 6° 
Ephr.Am, — ézresOyjrrep.... €oriv: éxarépa yo.p gious ev avr@ éort (éoriv év abe: Doctr. Patt. 
Leont. Jer. 18298, Doctr. Patr.8,Il ev abrg post € éorty transp. De Sect., Anast. Sin. Syn. Lat., Flor. 
Marc. 573; et yap om. Joan, Caes, <i yap Kat om. Syn. Lat., Doctr. Patr. 2, XVI 10 earl 
AaAdy: AaAef Doctr. Patr.2,XVI odG = detom. G ei yap .. . Aare? 6 abros AaAet Kat 
évi ndvrws mpoowmw De Sect.  mAyw... Aadet Kal oby evi révrore Siadéyerar tpdrm Syn. 
Lat., Doctr, Patr. 2, XVI; om Ps.-Joan. Mar. 
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’ briefly for this reason, that we might recall that each nature is recognized in our 
‘Lord Jesus Christ. For the one who is in the form of God took on the form of a 
‘slave. 


37. BY ST AMBROSE, BISHOP OF MILAN AND CONFESSOR, 
FROM HIS WORK TO THE EMPEROR GRATIAN; 
THE BLESSED CYRIL BROUGHT THIS TEXT FORWARD 
IN THE SYNOD HELD AGAINST NESTORIUS 


Let us preserve the difference between the divinity and the flesh. For one Son of 
God speaks in both, since indeed each nature is in him; and if the one who 
speaks is the same, still he does not always speak in the same way. Contemplate 
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Ocwpyoov ev abr viv rev begav Bed, vov be malin avpwrou: ws Oeds + 
Beto. Aaei, émewdiyrep Adyos € €otiv, ws avOpwrros 7a avOpumiva Aare? é ere 
167 év TH Kat” ewe ovoia epbeyyero. 


{38] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY I’ AOFOY 


Ada as evaratba pqow aBonOnrov € éavrov 6 Yids drt eyevero, kairo. 
éxeivou pnbevros év TOLS dverré pes, “edéunv BoyBevav ert duvardy” A me 
A.aorior obv kai évradéa ras pbaeis: Bonbov yap elyev 7) adp§, ov cixev. 
4 Gedrys. 


[39] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY KATA AIIOAINAPIOY 0° AOLOY 


TIdiy 7 H TloTLs AUTH YEviKdds exet ™pos amavaras 6Tt 6 > Xproros Vids é €ort 
Tov Oeod Kat didios éx Tarpds Kat i rexBels € €x [Ta pQévov, ov ws yiyovra fe 
dytos Aavid 6 mpopirns e€éppacer, drt udvos Sipoppos Kat Surris ety 
ptcews, Korvway DedtyTds TE Kal OdLATOS. 


[38] 5 dBorOnrov: cf. Ps. 87.5 (LXX) 6 Ps. 88.20 (LXX) 
[39] 11 cs yeydvra cf. Ps. 18.6 (LXX) 


[37] Ep. 14, 20 (409, l. 797-410, 1. 799); Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 52 (1829 B14-C2); Ephr. Am; 
Def. Cyr. (IV, 131, ll. 26-8); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 17 (148, no. 107); Doctr. Patr. 8, II (55, ll. 14-16); 
Niceph., Antirrh, IV, 72, Test. 30 (486, |. 12); Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI, 27 (1080 C3-5); Flor. Marc. 573, 
£34 op. 214,L 8-p. 216,11 @uAd&wuer ... dvOpuizrov): Theor, Disp. (144C7-11) __p. 214 
L8~p. 216, 1 2 (els ... éariv): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 91 (1837 C6-7); Eulog., Or. 3 (V, 2 
Il. 11-13) p.214,.8-p. 216,13 (els ... épéyyero): Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test. 10 (194-5) _p.214,1. 10 
p. 216, 1.3: Tim. Ael., Ep. de Isaia (197, |. 25-198, 1. 5; tr, 137, H. 11-15) p. 214, 1, 10 - p. 216, 1 
(6 adrds ... épOéyyero): Tim. AeL, Ref Conc. Chalc., Test. 34 (18, L. 31-19, |. 3); cf. Flor. B.M. Syr. 
Add. 12156, Test. 13 (£ 7°); ibid., Test. 39 (£. 31°) 

{38] Ambrosius, ibid. IH, 4, 28 (ed. O., Faller, CSEL 78, 118, Il. 16-20; PL 16, 595 B14-C3); cf: 
etiam: IL6-7 (Stdorifov ... Ped77s): Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon., Test. 93 (1837 A2~3) : 

[39] Ambrosius, De Incarnationis Dominicae Sacramento 5. 35 (ed. O. Faller, CSEL 79, 240; 
I, 8-12; PL 16,827 C3-7). Cf. etiam: Cod. Novar. 30, Test.40 (82,11. 3-17; 1) IL.9-11 (67¢.. . [oedpreros]): 
Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 93 (1837 B11-C1) *: 


VOG [37] 1 Bechpyooy ... Acdet om, Flor. Len. 131 Gechpyoor: dpas ydp Doctr. Patt. 2, 


Doctr. Patr.2,XVI post @efa add. Xpioros Anast. Sin, — ézretd7} Anast. Sin., Doctr Patr; 2 
XVI codd. MW; ézei cett., Syn. Lat. +rdom.DeSect. dAadretante 7a dvOpcrreva transp. Sy 
Lat., Anast, Sin., Doctr. Patr. 2, XVI 3 dvOpdrmiva: Tod avOpamrov Doctr. Patr. 2 XVI ( 
cod.A) 3 év 7h car eve odoia: “in hac natura” Joan. Caes. xa’ eye: juerepa S 
Lat.; éuj Anast. Sin., Doctr. Patr.2,XV1 — épOéyyero: AaAe? Anast. Sin; dcadéyerat Doctr. Pa 
2, XVI : 
[38] 5 dri éyévero: yeyovevar O 7 elyev: eye 8é Leont. Jer. 
[39] 11 rofom.G 13 ca@paros: avdpwrdrytos V, Leont. Jer. 
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in him now the glory of God, now the sufferings of a human being; as God he 
speaks divine things, since he is the Word; as a human he speaks human things, 
since he speaks in a substance like mine. 


38. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM BOOK 3 
[OF THE SAME WORK] 


But how does the Son say that he was “helpless” when he came to be [human] 
(Ps. 87.5 LXX), although he says a little later, “I have offered help as far as 
possible” (Ps. 88.20 LXX)? Distinguish, then, the natures even here: the flesh 
received help, but the divinity did not. 


39. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM HIS WORK AGAINST APOLLINARIUS, BOOK 9 


But this faith holds, in general, against all opponents, that Christ is the Son of 
God, eternally from the Father and born of the Virgin; David the prophet 
described him as “a giant” (Ps. 18.6 LXX), because he alone is double in form 
and of a double nature, sharing in divinity and in a body. 
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[40] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


Els € €arwy ev Exar Epa, TOUTEOTLTH Bedrart KaLT@ odpare ov yap érepos 

éK Tarpos Kal €repos ék Hapbévov, GAN 6 avros, éTEpwrs. ev ek Har pos 
éTEpwrs dé €x Tapbévou, kal yerviioer yévvyars ov mpoKpivet, ovde 7 aapé 
7H Vedrytt. 


[41] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY IITPOX 
ZABINON-EMIZKOITION AOFOY 


Hd a Y n ‘4 eal / n 3. f. © \ 14 ue 
Odkoby ev T@ TeAciw tis HedrnTos dv, exévacev EavTdv Kal eAafe + 
’ an \ ovo , Nr c Se 2) aA at 
téXevov THS KaTa avpwrov ‘poaews ohoxAnpou- ws ovder eAeure TH Beg, 
oUTws ode TH KaTapTiOU@ TO kata avOpwrror, iva TéAELOS ev éxareépa, 
pice Teyxavy. 


[42] TOY AYTOY EPMHNEYONTOS THN 
“ENNOIAN TOY OEIOY SYMBOAOY 


Tods de Aéyovras ysAov dv Oporrov Tov X, ploron, 1 j ranrov Tov Adyov, j 7 els : 
odpKa Tparévra auvovotwpevov €oynKevat TO c@p.a, 7 ovpavdber abro 


40] Ambrosius, ibid. 5, 35-36 (CSEL 79, 241, ll. 17-20; PL 16, 827 C14-D3). Cf. etiam: 1.2 (els 
odpart): Eulog., Or. 3 (V, 21, Il 8-9; 1); IL 2-4 (els ... HapOévou: Doctr. Patr. 8, VIII (56 
11. 20-3; t)3 ll. 4-5 (yevvrjaes ... Bed7q71): Cod. Novar. 30, Test. 41 (82, 11. 19-22; 1) 
[41] Ambrosius, Ep. 39, Ad Sabinum, 6 (CSEL 82.31, IL 79-82; PL 16, 1147 B15-C4), Cf. etiam: De 
Sect. IX; Theor, Disp, (144 D4-8); Justn., Ctr. Moni., Test. 142 (30, ll. 16-19; 1); Leo, Tomus I, Test. 11 
(124,1.6-8;1); 19-11 (ds... ruyydvy). Eustathius (434f,11.662-4);19 (iva... ruyydvy): Leont: 
Jet, Ctr, Mon., Test. 94 (1837 C4); Eulog., Or. 3 (V, 22, 1. 29-30) é 
[42] Ambrosius (?), Expositio Fidei, Frag, primo apud Theodoretum, Eran. H, Test. 29 (163,.: 
il, 3-12; T) inventum. Cf. etiam: Ephr. Am., Def Cyr. (IV, 131,1.31-2,1. 11); Justn., Ci. Mon., Test. 149 (31 
il, 15-21); Pamph. VI, 169 f,, ll. 264-75; De Sect. IX; Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test. 47 (207) Joan. Dam., Ctr. f 
Test. 18 (ed. Kotter 148,, no. 108); Doctr. Patr. 2, XVI 


VOG [40] 2 post <fs add. yép V— éoriv om, Eulog,, Doctr. Patr. TH om. O, Eulog; xa 
Doctr. Patr. 7a om.Eulog., Doctr, Patr. od: obd€ Doctr. Patr. post érepos add. nev éoriv.: 
Doctr. Pair. 3 Kai érepos: €repos b€ O, Doctr. Patr. 3-4 érdpws ... €répws: erepo 

we ETE pos vs érepov ws Erepov VO"; GAdws ... dAAws Doctr. Patr. 4 mpooxpiver O 
ovdeom.G 7om.O 

[41] 6 LABINON: ena O; ANTQNINON Leont. Jer; AABINON Bulog. 
SABHNIANON De Sect. 7 EMIZKOIION om.G 6-7 TOY...AOPOY: THL...: 
EMIZTOAHE G 8 odxoby om. Theor. — reAefp: i8iq Theor. 9 droKArjpou O; 
Justn. ante ovdevadd. oby De Sect. eAurreV,Justn., Eustathius; éAArreés De Sect. 10 ant 
avOpwmoy add. roy Just., Eustathius 11 pooer: forma Ambr. 

[42] 14 rév om. V, Niceph. Adyov: Qeov Ephr. Am,, Justn., Doctr. Patr., Niceph; Qedv:: 
Adyov Joan. Dam., Flor. Len. 131 q eis odpKa TparrévTa om. Pamph. 15 ante: 
suvovoipevoy add. 7 a Thdt, Epbr. Am., Justn., Pamph., Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr., Flor, Len. 131, 
fom.Ephr.Am. adro: roto Thdt., Ephr. Am.,, Doctr, Patr., Flor. Len. 131 : 
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40. AND LATER ON 


He is one in both: that is, in divinity and in the body. For there is not one coming 
forth from the Father, and another from the Virgin, but the same one, coming 
forth in one way from the Father and in another way from the Virgin; one 
begetting does not prejudice the other, nor does flesh prejudice divinity. 


41. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
LETTER [39] TO SABINUS 


Existing, then, in the perfection of divinity, he “emptied himself” (Phil. 2.7) and 
took up the full perfection of human nature. As nothing was lacking to him as 
God, so nothing was lacking in his himan equipment, so that he should be, in 
fact, perfect in each nature. 


42. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, IN HIS INTERPRETATION 
OF THE MEANING OF THE HOLY CREED 


And those who say that Christ is a mere human being, or that the Word is 
capable of suffering, or that he was turned into flesh when he had a body that 
was united to his substance, or that his body came from heaven, 
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KEKOpLUKEVAL, F Ouqrov Aéyovras Tov Oedv Adyov Sedeqoba THS Tapa 
TT ‘arpos avacracews, 7 aibuxyov odpa dverdnpevan, 7} 7} vou avOpurrov, 7 
Tas pices Tov Xpiorod KATA THY dvdiepaciy ovyxvbetoas play 
yeyevqodan poow, Kat Hy ouodoyotvras Tov Kipiov 7 pay Toot Xprore 
dvo efvat pices dovyxXvUTous, év dé mpdowmov Kal 6 eis Xproros Kal eis 
Kipwos, rovrous dvabeuariler 7 Kafoduch Kal dmooroAuKky exKAnota. 


[43] TOY ATIOY AM®IAOXIOY EHIZKOMOY IKONIOY 
EK TOY ITPOZ APEIANOYX AOTOY 


Avaxpivor, PNG, TAS pooes, THY TE TOU Geod Kai THY TOU D dvOparmrou- ovTE 
yap kar éxatwow Ocod yéyovev dvOpwros, ovTE KaTa TpoKOTHY 


[42] (15,1L 12-21); Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 72 (486, ll. 15-16); Flor. Len. 131, Test.44;  p.218,1]. 415 
(rods 8€ ... roamévra): Doctr. Patr.10,1 (66,11. 7-8); rods 5é Aéyovras + p. 220, 1.3-6 (ras pices: 
éxxAnota): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 44 (1825 D11- 1828 A3); 3113-6 (ras ptoets... éxxAnata): Syin 
Sel. Ctes., Test. 30 (328-9); Doctr. Patr. 10, IT (66, 1. 9-10); rods dé + p. 220, I. 4-6 (j23} GpeoAoyodvras 

... exkAnota): Ephr. Am., Ad Domn. et Joan. (TV, 148, 1. 2-5) 

[43] Amphilochius Iconiensis,Frag. II, 2 (CCG 3.228, ll. 14-17), primo apud Theodoretum, Eran 
Test. 56 (107, IL 7-10;) inventum. Cf. etiam: Conc. Chale, Ad Marc, Test. 6 (114 [473] 
1. 27-9); Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor. II, 21 (36,1. 1-5); Joan. Caes,, Apol. Cone. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 90 


VOG [42] 1 post KeKopixevat add. 7 pdyracpa evar Thdt, Justn., Pamph., Joan. Dam., Dox 
Patrs 7} pavractay eivat Ephr. Am., Flor. Len. 131 Aéyovras om. De Sect. @edv om. 
Sect. Adyov: cat id roGre Doctr, Patr, cod. B; 7} Doctr. Patr.cod.C ante SeSeffabat add. cai 
Justn.s7j De Sect., Joan.Dam.,Niceph.,Flor.Len.131 postdede7o@a:add.dé Ephr.Am. 2 ante 
odjua add. rd Thdt. dveAnpévat: cidnpévat De Sect., Flor. Len. 131; post &Pparroy tran 
Ephr. Am., Justn., Joan. Dam. Doctr. Patr. Flor. Len. 131 dvOpearrov: poyjy Ps-Joan. 
Mar. 3 ante wiceis add. dio Thdt. rds gtoeis: Tas SU0 ovaias Ephr. Am., Justn., P 
Joan. Mar., Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr.,Flor.Len.131  «xard:xaiO —_ +7)vom. Thdt., Leont. Jer., Ephr. 
Am., Justn., Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr. De Sect. ante ovyyv@etoas add. od Flor L 
131 avyyefelcas OG, Niceph. 4 pveiv: obaiay Ephr. Am. Def. Cyr., Justn., Ps.-Joan, 
Mar., Joan, Dam., Doctr. Patr. 10,11, Flor.Len.131 révreisThdt. Kipsov:@edvDeSect. Tyao 
rov O, Pamph.; Tnootv rév G 5 elvas post picers transp. Thdt. dceis: odotas Ephr: 
Am., Justn., Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr. Flor. Len. 131 eis Xptords om. Leont. Jer. «ai efs Kédpros: eis 
Yids Thdt., Ephr. Am., Justn., Ps. -Joan. Mar. Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr. Flor. Len. 131 6 Tobrous 
om.DeSect. ante xafodx} add. dyia Tob 0 Oeod Pamph.; ayia Ps.-Joan. Mar,, Flor. Len. 131 Kat 
dmoorok«y om. De Sect.  azroaroAtK7: dyia Ephr. Am. Def. Cyr. 

[43] 7 post TKONIOY add. ETAIPOY TENOMENOY TOY ATIOY BAXIAEIOY. G 
9 gyoiom. V, Leont.Jer., Niceph.; 204 Aourdy Thdt. Eran. I codd. MSV; Aoi Thdt. Eran. I codd. 
cett., Eran. II, Conc. Chalc., Vat. Gr. 1431, Joan. Caes, Anast. Sin., Flor. Len. 131; “igitur, inqui 
Gel. kad ri: rH re Thdt. Eran. I, Conc. Chalc., Vat. Gr, 1431, Anast. Sin., Flor. Len. 131 o@ 
ovde O, Niceph. 10 Kar”: kard V, Thdt., Eran. Wo éxerrwou: olkefwow Ania 
Sin. ante Oeod add. éx Thdt., Anast. Sin., Flor. Len. 131 ante dv@pczros add. 6 G 
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or who say that God the Word was mortal and needed to be raised from the 
- dead by the Father, or that he took up a body without a soul or a human being 
_without a mind, or that the natures of Christ, being confused by a form of 
blending, became a single nature, and who do not confess that our Lord Jesus 
Christ is two unconfused natures but one person, since he is one Christ and one 
Lord—these the catholic and apostolic Church anathematizes. 


43. BY ST AMPHILOCHIUS, BISHOP OF ICONIUM, 
FROM HIS WORK AGAINST THE ARIANS 


Distinguish, he says, the natures of God and a human being. For he neither 
became human by abandoning his role as God, nor became God by progressing 
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é€ avOparrou Ocds: Oedv yap kal avOpwov A€ywy, dds 7a. 7aOy TH capi, 
0s Ta Oatpata TH Od. 


[44] TOY AYTOY’EK THE ITPOS SEAEYKON ’EIUETOAHS 


i \ ~ fod \ \ i Sad s \ ~ 2 ie 
‘Qs re THY TOU Oeod pop—pry Kai THY TOU BovAoL Lop~HY avvTEAety eis 
, con n ? + A a ” \ Lo 

mpdawmov Yiov re kat Kupiov Incot Xpiorob, ovtw Oeov Kat avOpwarov 
£ “~ \ eS: ~ a @ eA , , a 3 ais 
dpodoya Tov Yiov rot Geod: éva Yidv dvo pucew, mrabyris Kat amabois, 
Ovariis Kat i dfavarou, Pmhagnriis Kal dverrapor, avapyou Kat adplapevns, 
ateprypagpou Kal meprypapoperys. 


[45] TOY AYTOY’EK THY AYTHS EINZTOAHS 


0 Xpuoros 6 Yios TOU Beob, 6 6 Sto TeAciwv piocwy es Yids, 6 6 Kata ae 
Bedryra dmepavrws TE Kal dTeprypapws TA TAVTA TEpLexwY TE Kaul 
TE PLEX Et 


[43] (36, ll. 853-7); Niceph., Antirrh, IV, 66, Test. 8 (485, I]. 28-32); Flor. Len. 131, Test, 58; Gel, De: 
Duab. Nat., Test. 27 (550; 4); Eustathius (423 f, fl. 291-71) Syn. Sel, Ctes., Test. 26 (328; +) Flor. Vat:: 
1455, Test. 38 (1); p. 220,19 (Sidxpior ... dvOpebrrov): Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon., Test. 96 (1837 C9-1 
p. 220, | 9~p, 222,11 (Geaxpivoy ... Geds): Thdt., Eran. UH, Test. 54 (170, ll. 18-20); Anast. Sin., Hod. X° 
12.145 ff 155) ae 

[44] Amphilochius Iconiensis (?), Ep. ad Seleucum, Frag. Spuria I, 3 (CCG 3.264, ll. 36-41). 
etiam: Eph. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 169, 1 9-170, |. 2); Niceph., Antirrh. IIT, Test. 10 (345, 1. 22-3 
1.5); 4-5 (ds re... Xprorod): Doctr. Patr. 6, XIV (38, IL. 4~5); IL 4-7 (cbs re... dPavdrov): Flor. Le 
131, Test. 54; Il. 5-6 (obras . amaGods): Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI (1080 B46); Il. 5- 7 (ovrw... davaro 
Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 19 (1496 A14-B1); Doctr, Patr. 2, VII (12, . 13-15); Il. 6-8 (Guoroyd 
Trepuypapoj.ev7ns); Ps,-Joan. Mar., Test. 11 (195; 1); fl. 5-6 (va ... daraPots): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test: 
97 (1837 C12). Huius testimonii etiam mentionem facit Sev., Cér. Gram. IIL, 34 (tr, 139, Hl. 14~25), ut a: 
Joan. Caes. citati 

[45] Amphilochius Iconiensis (?), Ep. ad Seleucum, Frag. Spuria I, 5-6 (CCG 3, 264, Il. 49-53), Ce 
etiam: Niceph., Antirrh. IZ, Test. 40 (360, 11.24-9); Antirrh, IV, 68 (487-8); 1.10 (6 Xpiarés ... Yids); 


VOG [43] 1 ydp: dé Eustathius, Flor. Len. 131 A€yeov: OG, Thdt., Conc. Chale. (txt. cod B;: 
Aé€yet cod. W), Gel., Vat. Gr. 1431 Niceph.; post @edv yap transp. Conc. Chalc., Vat. Gri 
1431 dg ... Oe) om. OG, Niceph drav 5é 7a wabjyara 7H capKi cat 7d Gadpare 7 
@c@ Sas... Thdt,, Gel,Eustathius 461: 7a0rjua7a Conc.Chale.,Flor.Len.131 26 
«at Joan. Caes., Flor. Len, 131 Ee 

[44] 3 TH: TOYG 5 obrw: ote Flor. Len. 131 post Qedv add. re O 6 ante’: 
Tov Yiov add. rdv Xprorov Ephr, Am., Flor. Len. 131 ante duodoya add. 76v Xptorov Joan. Dam. is 
Doctr. Patr., Euth. Zig. tdvom.Doctr.Patr, ante Yidv’add.5¢€Ephr.Am ante dv add. é« 
Euth, Zig. mafyrisom.G post wabyris add. ve V, Eph. Am., Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr; 
Euth. Zig. 7 post Ovaris add. re V, Ephr. Am.,Joan.Dam. —_ post dbavdrou add. vonras 
Kal dopdrou | Ephr. Am. éparis Kal dopdrov Flor, Len. 131 dpyouerns Ephr. 
Am. 8 dmeprypdatov G, Niceph. TEplyeypayerns Ephr. Am. 

[45] 10 6 54 om. O li drépavrds V dreplypapos V TEeplexwv: mrepixvKret O 
12 mepidye: Storxadv Niceph. : 
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from being human; but when you say,“God and human,’ attribute the sufferings 
o the flesh and the miracles to God. 


44, BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
LETTER TO SELEUCUS 


Just as I confess the “form of God” and the “form of a servant” (cf. Phil. 2.6~7) to 

contribute to one persona of Jesus Christ as Son and Lord, so I confess the Son 
of God to be God and human: one Son of two natures, which are passible and 

_impassible, mortal and immortal, palpable and impalpable, without beginning 
and beginning in time, uncircumscribed and circumscribed. 


45. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME LETTER 


Christ the Son of God—one Son formed of two perfect natures, holding all 
things together in a limitless and uncircumscribed way, by his divinity—holds 
it together still. 
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y \ \ en a a os tos , > 3 ? \ ra 
eva ev TOV Yiov Tov Oeod, dvo de pUcewy Prt, ovK apvovpevos THY Delay 


[46] KAI ME@’ETEPA 


~ S < ‘ a ay “A col : 
Oixevotrat obv adbros 6 Ocds Adyos, rac xwr OvdEr, TA TOO va.00, E7r€L57) Ef 
€v mpdawrov auvreAovow ai duo pices. 


[47] TOY ATIOY PEAAZIOY’EMIZSKOMOY 
KAIZAPEIAX ITAAAISTINHE KAI OMOAOTHTOY. 
EIX AE KAI OYTOS THY SYNOAOY TON PN’- 
EK THY EPMHNEIAZ TOY SYMBOAOY 


AAN obk taxvcev dvOpeomivy yAdooa Bovy TobTO TOLnoaL. Gobevis vap 
wy n pias. *HAGe roivuv eis tad7dv Geds a aka Kad i avOperos, i (va. C@L.0. wey 
vanpeTnontat, Oeds dé dv avrod tiv evepyeray Tapaoyyrat. 


[45 cont.] Leont.Jer., Cir. Mon., Test. 98 (1837 D1-2); 1.1 (eva ... pnjac): Leont. Jer., Cér. Mon., Test: S 


99 (1837 D3); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac, Test. 20 (ed. Kotter 148, no. 110)); Doctr. Patr. 2, VII (12, 


iL 16-17); Euth.Zig., Pan. XVI (1080 B8); 1.1 (@va ... deéav): Leont. Jer., Cér, Mon., Test. 113 (1840 7 
Ds-10; t) 

[46] Amphilochius Iconiensis (?), Ep. ad Seleucum, Frag. Spuria I, 6 (CCG 3.264, Il. 57£). Cf etiam: 
Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 100 (1837 D4-6); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 57 (1); Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 1. 2.136 £ 
(154; 1); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 21 (ed. Kotter 148 £, no. 111; 1); 1 4 (oixetodrar ... vaod): Doctr: 
Patr, 2, IX (12, L 21); ibid. 7, XXV (54, 1 16-55, 1 1); ibid. 8, XIV (57, IL 16-17; 1); 
IL 4-5 (ererdy} ... ploets): Anast, Sin., Hod, X,1 2,119 £ (153 D4); Doctr. Patr. 6, V (36, IL 2~3; 1); IL 4-5 
(ei[s] ... pboets): Anast. Sin., Hod. IX, 2.46 f. (141). Cf etiam Nicetas Heracliensis, Catena in Lucam (ed.: 
A. Mai, Script. Vet. Nov. Coll. EX (1837),712) : 

[47} Gelasius Caesariensis, Frag. 4 (ed. R Diekamp, Anal. Patr. 45, il. 9-23). Cf. etiam: Joan. Caes., 
Apol. Conc, Chalc., Frag, Syr. 106 (42, Ik. 1044-3, L 1052); Niceph., Antirrh. IV (361, 1. 23-362, 1. 1);1.10= 
p. 226, 1. 4 (doGevys ... ud): Flor. Len, 131, Test, 93; L 11-p. 236, 1.2 (HAGE ... o7djxa:): Doctr. Patr: 4, 
XI (31,1. 19-32, 1. 2); ibid, 15, II (92,117) fae 


VOG [45] 1 ante éva add. «ai Niceph.; pév: rofvuv O; obv Leont. Jer. Test. 113, Doctr. Pati, 
Joan. Dam., Euth. Zig. dv om. Leont. Jer. Test. 113, Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr., Euth. Zig. rod: 
Geos: tov Xptarov Leont Jer. Test. 113; om. Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr, Euth. Zig. de om. OG; 
Leont. Jer, Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr., Euth. Zig, od« ... Belav: dovyytrws, Grpemrens, 
aSiatpérws Joan. Dam.,Doctr.Patr.  Getax: dA Gevay Niceph, WE 

[46] 4 odv: yody Flor, Len. 131 advo O77 — odv adrds: Se Anast. Sin., Joan. Dam., Doctr: = 
Patr. mdoxey ovder: dads Anast.Sin., Doctr. Patr, ovdeG mdoxwr.. vaod: arabs. : 
74. 700 idlov vaot 6 dvOpwmiva wd.On, oraupov pny kal Oavaroyv kat ra dAAa, doa mepl abroy 
olxovopuidds Gewpetran, oikesovrat, avTros maaxev otSéy Joan. Dam. ante 7a add. 
oixesovre (= oixetodrat) dé Flor. Len. 131 ante vaod add. iSfov Anast.Sin., Doctr.Patr. ets: ef: 


Anast. Sin. Hod. IX 5 doom, Doctr. Patr. Serra Anast. Sin., Joan. Dam., Flor. Len. 131°: 
[47] 7 ante TAAAIXSTINH2 add. THE O 8 OYTOS: AYTOSV post PN' add. 
ITATEPQN O 9 7EK ... SYMBOAOY: *EN EZHTHSEI TOY MA@HMATOS Joan 


Caes., Doctr. Patr. 10 voyvevG 11 #AGov (venit ) Joan. Caes. 12 éavTod OG: 
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- [say he is one Son of God, but of two natures, and I do not deny the divine 
nature. 


46. AND LATER ON 


God the Word himself, then, without suffering anything, made the experiences 
of the temple his own, since the two natures contribute to the one persona. 


47, BY ST GELASIUS, BISHOP OF CAESARAEA IN 
PALESTINE AND CONFESSOR; HE, TOO, WAS A MEMBER 
OF THE COUNCIL OF THE 150; FROM HIS 
INTERPRETATION OF THE CREED 


But no human tongue alone is powerful enough to do this; for our nature is 
weak. God and a human being therefore came together into one, so that the 
body might act as servant and God might provide his activity through it. 
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dimAG wavrTa Kat adynOA mdvra Kat TéAcia mavTa, Kal pyrovaba re 
aiperixdv ord pa: pel? Hedy 6 Geos, pel? Lv 6 pera Harpos, pel? Hee 
6 ee 7 HLOV. “Zdp& pou; pnaiv,“€€ abr@v? AAA 70 jeev det, 70 de Be Huds. 
pev Gedrys del, 7 Oe avOpward7ys be Huds. 


[48] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


‘Huets b€ 7@ Beiw Sadovxyotpuevor Ady avdBpiorov tot Movoyevois 
pradcuper ray evyéverar, pare did TO Tasrecvov Tis oapKos dferotvre 
Tov Aéyov, pare did. 70 tos THs Bedrnros Tapopavres THY odpKa, aAAa. 
tov pev Adyov ws Ody, THY b€ capKa Ws vady TiAowper Oeod. 


[49] AYTOYITINOY’EMMZKOMOY THHQNHPITIQTOY 
ERK TH TTPOX BOAOYSIANON E|MIZTOAHE 


~ \ a \ ~ 42 a > if 4 A > 4 3 
Nov d€ ob rw peta€d Ocot Kai dvopwrav avepavy pecitys, Ware avrov ey 
TH TOD mpoowmov EvoTyTL cuvaTTety ExaTepav PUL «..>. : 


[50] KAI ME@’*ETEPA 


‘ \ A a ne 

Entyvads tiv Surry ptow tot Xpiorob, tHv Betav 37 A€yw, rH tony 
y a €e > \ ¢ . 
ivapyovcav T@ Ilarpi, kal THY avOpwreiav, hs wetlav eotiv o [larhp 
4 te 2 ¢ a 1, 39O7. 3 > P ¢ 1 4 4 ” 4 
TAnv ExdTEpov dpod, Kal ov dU0 GAN eis 6 Xproros, iva jay TETPAS Ein Kal 

/, 
obxt Tpias 6 Beds. 


[48] Gelasius Caesariensis, Frag. 6 (ed. F Diekamp, Anal. Patr. 46, ll. 8-12), hic primo inventum. ct 
etiam: Flor. Len, 131, Test. 94 5 
[49] Augustinus, Ep. 137, Ad Volusianum, 9 (CSEL 44, 108,11]. 13-15). Cf etiam: Leont. Jer, Cir. Moi 
Test. 101 (1837 D9-11); Thdt., Evan. II, Test. 82 (180, Il. 13-14; 1); Leo; Tomus I, Test, 13 (23, 11. 32-4; L 
Torus I, Test. 22 (127, 1. 24-5; 1) 
[50] Augustinus, Tractatus in Joannem 78,3 (CC L 36, 524, IL 4-8). Cf etiam: De Sect. IX; Flor. Len: 
131, Test. 96; Leo, Tomus H, Test. 24 (128, 1. 5-7; 1); IL 15-16 (émiyvenOe ... Taryp), Leont. Jer, Ctr 
Mon., Test. 102 (1837 D12-14); 1, 15-17 ({éméyvads) ... Xpto7ds): Flor, Marc. 573, £31” : 


VOG [47] 1 Kal dAn@9 mdyra om. O, Dectr. Patr. 2 pera: éx Joan. Caes. ante 


Harpés add. rod G 3 ante odpé add. 7 Flor. Len. 131 4 ante # pevadd. xalV 
[48] 6 dé om. OG, Flor. Len. 131 9 ante Geod add. roG O Geo ante Tiwjowpev 
transp. V a 
[49] 10 THMONHPIIOY V; TIMONHZ PHTIOY O (tat. G, Thdt. cod. J} 12 odros 2 
Thdt. . 12 ante tory add. rir (Thdt. (txt. cod. J), Leo - 


(50] 15 éatyveayey Cagnoscamus”) Aug.  éiyvw6i... pow: dyvaperv diy TH bréoTaow - 
Flor. Marc. 573 dx: dé De Sect. 8% Acyw: SyAady Flor. Marc. 573, Aug. (“scilicet”)..: 
15-16 lonv trdpyovcav: auyvTapyxovoay De Sect. 16 77v om, O dvO peorivay De: 
Sect. 17 éxarépav De Sect., Flor.Len.131 60m. De Sect. ely: #V kal ody: dAAGV, 
De Sect. a 
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Everything was double, everything true, everything complete—let every 
heretical mouth be silent! God is with us, the one who is with the Father is with 
_us, the one who comes from among us is with us. “My flesh,” he says, “comes 
from them.” But the one is eternal, the other for our sakes: the divinity is eternal, 
the humanity is for our sakes. 


48. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME WORK 


But let us, led forward by the divine Word, preserve the noble birth of the Only- 
begotten from any insult, neither rejecting the Word because of the humble 
status of his flesh, nor overlooking the flesh because of the loftiness of the 
divinity, but let us venerate the Word as God, and the flesh as God’s temple. 


49. BY AUGUSTINE, BISHOP OF HIPPO REGIUS, 
FROM HIS LETTER TO VOLUSIANUS 


But now a Mediator has appeared between God and the human race, so that he 
brings each nature together in the unity of his persona. 


50. AND LATER ON 


Recognize the double nature of Christ: I mean the divine, which exists equal to 
- the Father, and the human, than which the Father is greater (see John 14.28). 
But both are together, and Christ is not two but one, so that God might not bea 
quaternity rather than a trinity. 
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18 dpyilero ... Geds: bri yap abtos wpyilero Sev. post dareorpepepeba add. Kal odTws 
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[51] TOY METAAOY TQANNOY EHVISKONOY 
KQNSTANTINOYHOAEGS: EIX THN TIPOS 
@®IAIMNMHXSIOYS ENVISTOAHN AOLOS Z' 


Exedy pou poppyy dovAou ehaBev,” TOUTEOTLV dvOpwrros € evevero, gnaty, 
ovKobv “ev poppy Oeod & bmdpxev’ ’ Ocds Hr: Hopp yap KL LOPE?) Keira, 
Ei rot70 adn bes, Kaxelvo: pucet avOpwrros 7 poppy TOD SovAov- odKody 
picer Oeds 7) Lop—7 Tob Oeod. 


[52] TOY AYTOY’EK THS EPMHNEIAS THS TIPO 
TIMO@EON A” ETIZTOAHY, AOFOY Z' 


‘Ezrevdy) yap dv0 ptocuv j€oos yéyover, éyyds Tav dvo picewy elvat ber 
Bomep yap 6 TOTO Twv0s Hoos éxarépay éoti Tay TOT eyydsy ovTe. 
Kal 6 TOV picewy péoos Exaré pony opeirer eivar TOV pboewy evye 
warep obv avOpwmos yéyover, oUTw Kal Beds Hr. 


[53] TOY AYTOY’EIZ THN ANAAH VIN 


ys at , ” 7 ‘ , ne aa 
Katrimoveto pecirns; Epyov peoirou.Kadamepdvo tive aoa r pepopevay 
3 - ‘ 3 , lal itd ‘4 3 a \ A: 5 
aAAjAous Kal ov Bovroperwr diadAay7vas, Erepds Tis EADwY Kal pécov 
¢ ‘ 3 ‘ LZ , A 4 “ v se x > oA : 
éaurov euBadwy Exarépwv Atoe: rv ExOpav, obrw Kat 6 Xpratds errolnoev: 
wpyilero uty 6 Beds, areotpepdpeda Huets TOV Oedv Tov prAdvOpwrov 
deamdryny ecov Eautov €uparuy 6 Xpioros, éxarépav pvaw KaTnArAdakey. 


[51] 4 Phil. 2.7 6 Phil.2.6 


[51] Joannes Chrysostomus, In Epistulam ad Philippenses Hom. VI, 2 (PG 62, 219, 1. 60-220, |. 5); 
CE. etiam: Pamph. VI, 171, Il. 284-8 
[52] Joannes Chrysostomus, In Epistulam I ad Timotheum Hom. VII (PG 62, 537, IL 2-7) : 
[53] Joannes Chrysostomus, In Ascensionernm Domini Nostri Jesu Christi 2 (PG 50,445, ll. 21-8). CE : 
etiam: IL 15-19 (xaddzep ... caryAAa€ev): Thdt., Eran. I, Test. 72 (176, ll. 2-8; 1); Leo, Tomus I, Test. 
10 (23,11. 10-14; 1); Tomus IT, Test. 15 (125, Il 12-15; 1); 11. 18-19 (dpyilero ... carpAAagev): Sev.,Ad 
Neph. 11 (47,ll. 17-20; tr. 35, I. 15-17) 


VOG [51] 2-3 HIZ THN... ENIZTOAHNVERK THE ..WETISTOAHZV = AOTOY 
3 Z' ante AOFOZ transp. O 4 éqeidy jou: etme 3% oot Joan. Chrys. wou: pevrot v 
ante poppy add. 76 Joan. Chrys. dovAou ante poppy transp. Pamph. rouréori: té 
éo7ev Joan. Chrys. 5 ante év add. cad Joan. Chrys. 6 ante 7 add, «ai Joan. Chrys. 

[52] 8 EPMHNEIAS THE om. V 9Z ante AOroy transp. oO 10 ante eivat 
add. a’rov Joan. Chrys. def: : 7} ver Il domO 6... pégos: 76 ... wéoov Joa 
Chrys. Toma Tuvdy V corn O  ovrw om. O 12 ante gécew: add. S00. 0 
péoos om. V 13 fv ante cal @eds G 

[53] 14 ‘EIS THN ANAAH YIN: EK TOY EIS THN ANAAHWIN AOTOY O 
15 post xafdmep add. yap Joan. Chrys. 17 Ader O, Joan. Chrys. Thdt., Leo 


Sev. @edv om. Sev. 19 ante wvciv add. rhv Joan. Chrys. 
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51. BY THE GREAT JOHN, BISHOP OF CONSTANTINOPLE; 
ON THE EPISTLE TO THE PHILIPPIANS, HOMILY 7 


“In my view, since he says “he took on the form of a servant” —that is, became 
 human—therefore when he “existed in the form of God” he was God: form, 
after all, is contrasted with form. But if this is true, this must be also: the “form 
~ of a servant” means he was human by nature, and therefore “the form of God” 
- means he was God by nature. 


52. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS INTERPRETATION 
OF THE FIRST LETTER TO TIMOTHY, HOMILY 7 


' For since he came to be in a middle position between two natures, he must be 
close to the two natures—just as a midpoint in space is near both places, so a 
midpoint in natures must be near both natures. As he became human, then, so 
_ he was also God. 


53. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, ON THE ASCENSION 


And what does the Mediator do? The work of a mediator! Just as when two 
“people are quarreling with each other and do not want to be reconciled, 
“ someone else comes along, and by inserting himself between them resolves the 
‘enmity, so Christ did. God was angry with us, and we had quarreled with God, 
= the Lord who loves the human race; Christ threw himself between us, and 
- reconciled each nature. 
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[54] TOY METAAOY ‘E®PAIM’EK TOY 
‘EIX TON MAPTAPITHN AOTOY 


Tadv dvo0 picewy HETeXEL 6 papyapirys 6 moAdryLos, iva detEy Xpiordy, 
ort Adyos av Oeod, € EK Mapias dw pcorros yeyevyytat. OF pepucay €oxe 
rv puow, émet ovd€érepor a av C@ov érbyyave. TeAciav € exet TV Sudip 
PUL, tv {47} drroneon Tas Sto. Cire Hpieos wpbn emi THs ys, obre 
yecavOparros aveBn év Tols ovpavots. Ex teAeiou réAezos, e€ dv ll pes 
avOpwros, ex Oeod Oeds, €x Hapbévou Xporés. 


{55] KYPIAAOY’ETTIZKOIIOY TEPOZOAYMQN 
EK TOY A’ TON KATHXHZEQN AOTOY 


Atmdods Fv 6 Xpioros, avOpwros pev 76 paivduevov, Oeds dé 7d jut} 
parvopevor. 


[56] TOY METAAOY ®AABIANOY ’EMIZKOIOY 
ANTIOXEIASEIX THN ANAAHYVIN 


a a 3 \ caer 

“Tis ws aAnas AaAjoet Tas Suvacreias Tob Kupiov, dxovotas Toujcer 
4 A 5 ae > a wh 
maaas Tas aveoets avTod;’ Tis dv Aoyw TAPAGTHOELE 


[56] 15-16 Ps. 105.2 (LXX) 


[54] Ps.-Ephraem Syrus, Sermo adversus Haereticos seu de Margarita (ed. J. Assemani, II, 263 E6= 
F7). Cf. etiam: Flor. Marc. 573, f 34% ll 3-6 (rdv S00 ... ovpavois): Anast. Sin, Hod. X, 
1 2.112-15 (153; om. Il. 3~5 [iva ... eyer]); Flor, Len, 131, Test.45; 1. 5-7 (reAeiav ... odpavots): 
Doctr. Patr, 4. XI (32, 1. 4-6); Niceph., Antirrh. HL, Test. 47 (362, Il. 18-21); Antirrh. IV, 68, Test. Stee, 
Il. 3-5) 

[55] Cyrilkus Hierosolymitanus, Catechesis IV,9 (ed. G.C. Reischl et J. Rupp, I, 100, ll. 5-6). C£ etiam: 
Doctr, Patr. 4, X (31, ll. 16-17); Gel., De Duab. Nat., Test. 18 (548, ll. 17-20; J); Joan. Caes., Apol. 
Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 107 (43, IL 1054-6; 1); Flor. Len. 131, Test, 62 (t); Thdt., Eran., IL, Test. 77 (177, oe 
I. 20-1; f) 2 


VOG [54] 1 METAAOY: MAKAPIOY O 2 TOYS MAPIAPITOYZ G 
3 peréxet post papyapirns transp. Ps.-Ephr. rodbrysos: atintos Anast. Sin. Xprorov 
ante fya transp. Flor. Len 131 4 dy post Geod transp. Ps.-Ephr, Flor. Mare. 573 
pay aed ae yeyevnraxtransp. Flor.Len. 131 yeyevgrar Ps.-Ephr.; yiverau Flor. Marc.573 ov: 
v Flor. Len. 131 €oye: eeu Flor. Marc. 573 5 &v ante oddérepoy transp. Ps.-Ephr. 
roles . pba; Burry exet TY etow Anast. Sin. 6 post pvou add. 6 Xptords Doctt, 
Patr., Niceph,, Flor. Marc. 573 tas duo ante dmoAgon transp. Anast. Sin. post ove! add. ydp 
Anast. Sin. TyuiBeos: 7 9 pia. 7} Oeds (sic) pdars Ps. -Ephr. cep: KaryAgey Anast. Sin. post 
chop add. jzdvy Ps.-Ephr. 7 hytdvOpwros: 7 érépa q avOperros (sic) pdots Ps.- -Epht. 
aveBy: av_AGev Anast. Sin. Tots om. Anast. Sin. eis robs odpavods V, Doctr. Patr. (om. TOS © 
codd. BC), Niceph.; eis r6v obpaver pévy Ps-Ephr. ante é& dvOpedrou add. «ai Ps.-Ephr: 
8 ante éx @eod add. cai Flor. Marc.573 ante é« Tapévov add. «ai Ps.-Ephr., Flor. Mare. 573 
[55] 10 EK ... AOPOY: EK THE TETAPTHE KATHXHSEQEV AOTOY post 4’ 
transp.G 11 derdodvG 
[561 12 MEPAANY ArIOY V 1A OCRIS TRIN AN AALTWING CORR TOV CRTY THN 
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54. BY THE GREAT EPHREM, FROM 
HIS HOMILY ON THE PEARL 


The “pearl of great price” (see Matt. 13.46) shares in two natures, so that he 
might reveal that Christ, who is Word of God, is begotten as a human from 
Mary. He did not have a partial nature, since neither would have been a living 
being. He possessed a double nature in perfection, so that he might not lose the 
two of them. Nor did he appear on earth as half-God, or ascend into the heavens 
as half-human. He was complete from complete things: a human being from a 
human parent, God from God, Christ from a Virgin. 


55. BY CYRIL, BISHOP OF JERUSALEM, 
FROM THE FOURTH CATECHESIS 


Christ was double: a human being in what could be seen, God in what could not 
be seen. 


56. BY THE GREAT FLAVIAN, BISHOP OF 
ANTIOCH, ON THE ASCENSION 


“Who will truly speak of the powerful deeds of the Lord, or make audible all his 
praises?” (Ps. 105.2 LXX) Who will present to us in words 
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THS eis jpds evepyecias TO > pe yeboss AvOpwrivy pice Pedrys ouvdarreray, = 
pevovans ep éaurijs ExaTépas pvcews. 


[57] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY’EIZ TO 
KATA TQANNHN EYATTEAION 


a 4 ¢ \ . A a , ¢ \ ¢ , : 

Edev€e yap éavrov bud Tob gwparixod vépous 6 THY TpeTEpav pio 
breAP ay, iva dyuporepas avrot day Papev TAS PUGELS, KAL TOV 6 pabjievov 
avOpatrov Kai THY Sia, CHpLATOS evepyotoay HedTHTAa. 


[58] ANTIOXOY ENISKOIOY IITOAEMAIAO£. 
HX XPHSEQS EMNHXOH ‘0 MAKAPIOZ KYPIAAOL 


4 f ‘ 
My ovyxéens Tas pias Kat ot vapKHaEs TEpL THY OiKOVOpLiaY: KpaTEL TOV 
a , X 4 “a nw a \ 3 ? / 4 fd Buea? 
Oedv, Oidou Ta TpeTOVTA TO Oeg: déxou Ta avOpwriva, bidou Ta mpéeToVvTa: 
lal 4 , 
TH avo pwirdrytt. 


[59] HPOKAOY’ETHSKOTIOY KQNZTANTINOYIOAEQS. 
EIX TO“ITAIAION ETENNHOH HMIN” 


% 4 4, Fal , , 4 4 ia a / ta pea 
i. KELTAS PUES THD AGyYw Oiere, Kal THY EvMo. TOU LvOTHploU DeoAdynoov 


[56} Flavianus Antiochenus, Frag. 6 (ed. E Cavallera, 107), primo apud Theodoretum, Eran. II, Test 
76 (177,11. 6-9) inventum. Cf. etiam. Conc. Chalc., Ad Marc., Test. 8 (115 [474], 4-7); Niceph., Antirrh 
II, Test 44 (362, ll. 4-9); IH. 1-2 (av pwzrivy ... pboecws): Leont. Jer., Cir. Mon., Test. 104 (1840 A8~9} 
[57] Flavianus Antiochenus, Frag. 5 (ed. E Cavallera, 107), primo hic inventum. Cf. etiam: 
Ps,-Joan. Mar., Test. 4 (193); Flor. Marc. 573, ff. 34", 35% ll. 6-7. (iva ... dedrn 7a): Leont. Jer, Ctr, Mon, 
Test. 103 (1840 A4-6) pea 
[58] Antiochus Ptolemaieus, Frag. de Nativitate (cf. Ch. Martin, Le Muséon 54 [1941], 56, 
1.27-57, 1.2). Cf etiam: Flor. Mare. 573, £35; Flor. Len. 131, Test. 97; Gel., De Duab. Nat., Test. 41 (55 
1.10 (23) ... oixovoptav): Thdt., Eran. II, Test. 78 (177, 1. 28); Conc. Chale., Ad Marc. Test. 7 (115 [474] 
1.2); Anast. Sin, Hod. X,1.2.192 £. (157) 
[59] Proclus Constantinopolitanus, Homilia in Nativitate (2): Frag. primo apud Flor. Chalcedonense 
(Ad Marc., Test. 11 [115 (474), 1 25)] inventum. CE etiam: Anast. Sin., Hod. VII, 2.57 f. (110); Hod. X; 
12.180 £. (157) : 


VOG [56] 1 dvOpwrivy... dedrys: dvB poorrivy (avOpwrreia Thdt.; 7) dvOpwvrreta Thdt. cord 
J) pdois Pedryre Thdt., Conc. Chale. fedrns: Beds G 2 ante picews add. ris Conc 
Chalc. 

[57] 3 ‘EK TOY om.G 4 post BYATTEAION add. AOFOY V 6 éreAPa G 
iv’O 6-7 riy dpwyevynv avopwadryra Flor. Marc. 573 7 ante owparos add. ro 
V, Leont. Jer. : 

[58] 9 MAKAPIQTATOS G 10 cvyydcers O; ovyxdns Antioch; cvyydons Anast, 
Sin, vapxjeers: “contremiscas” Gel. 11 post @edy add. 779 wfores Antioch. ta 
avOpwruve: 76 avOpumvov V; rov dvOpwrrov Antioch. post [av@pedmiva] add. oiKovopmixds 
Antioch. 8é80v.... dv6pward7y71 om. Antioch. 
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the greatness of his kindness towards us? The Godhead is joined to human 
nature, while each nature remains what it is. 


57. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
COMMENTARY ON JOHN’S GOSPEL 


The one who put on our nature showed himself through the cloud of his body, 
so that we might learn of both his natures: both the human being, which is seen, 
and the Godhead that works through his body. 


58. BY ANTIOCHUS, BISHOP OF PTOLEMAIS; 
THE BLESSED CYRIL QUOTED THIS TEXT 


Do not confuse the natures, and you will not be in a state of numbness about 
God's saving plan. Take hold of God, attribute what is fitting to him; accept the 
human qualities, attribute what is fitting to the humanity. 


59, BY PROCLUS, BISHOP OF CONSTANTINOPLE, 
ON THE TEXT “A CHILD IS BORN TO US” 


__...and distinguish the natures in your mind, and confess the divine unity of the 
Mystery. 
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[60] TOY AYTOY EIS THN PENNHZIN TOY XPIZTOY 


Ei pa wapbévos euewev 4% pyryp, Yrros avOpwmos 6 texGels Kat od 
mapaodo€os 6 TOKos: €i Oe Kal era TOKOV Ewerve TapHEvos, Exeivos GPOd pus 
every On, 6 Kat Trav Gupav KexAcropevwy dxwrtrws eicehPav—od rv 
ovlvyiay Trav picewv Dewpdv 6 Owuds Kéxpaye AEywr, “6 Kipids pov. 


1 e 4 B 
Kat 0 Oeos jeov. 


[61] TXIAQPOY ATKATOY HMHAOYIIQTOY’EK 
TH ITPOX OEOAOXION AIAKONON EMIZSTOAHS 


3 ” \ s , a e 4 4 , > A ‘ A Be 
Odx €ore guorkas amodei€ers rOv imép piow Cyretv ei yap Kal adp&- 
3 cal £ la + 5 > > A »” Ld y 
aAnfas 6 Adoyos yeyévyntat, GAN ov yudos avPpwros 6 Xprords, 
y , Loon 4 > ¢ , a ? e ¢ ¢ ey 
evavOpumnaas dé uaAAov Beds, év Exarépas Tats pvocaw els brad pyxer Vids. 


[60] 5-6 Joan. 20,24-9 


[60] Proclus Constantinopolitanus, Hom. 1 (Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Constantinopoli), 3 (ACO J, ©: 
1, 1, 104, Il. 3~6). Cf etiam: Doctr. Patr. 7, VIII (49, 1. 17); Niceph., Antirrch. I, Test. 77 (370, IL 1-3); 
Flor. Len. 131, Test. 81; Il. 2-4 (7 7) ... eioeAMcov): Tim. Ael., Ref Conc. Chalc., Test. 81 (33, IL: 
26-32; J}; IL. 3-5 (€xetvos ... @wds): Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 2.7.196 ff. (189); lh. 4-6 (€xefves ... prov): 
Leont. Jer., Cir. Mon., Test. 84 (1836 C6~8; om. il. 3-5, 6 Kai... efceAPwr); Anast. Sin., Hod. VII; 
2.52—5 (110); Hod. X, 1. 2.105-8 (152 f} ; 

[61] Isidorus Pelusiota, Ep. 1,405, Theodosia Diacono (PG 78, 409 A3-7). Cf. etiam: Conc. Eph., Coll, 
Cas. UH, 80,9 (11, ll. 2-4); Ps.-Joan. Mar, Test. 41 (204); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 82; I], 10-11 (08 Ads .:: 
Yids): Leont. Jer, Cir, Mon., Test. 105 (1840 A12-14); 1.11 (é éxarépats ... Yids); Joan. Caes., Apol: 
Conc. Chalc., Frag, Syt, 112 (44, Ik. 1094-5) a 


VOG [60] 2 «ai om. Doctr. Patr. 3 ante téxov add. tov Procl. (ACO), Doetri::: 
Patr,  mrapévos ante ewecve transp. Docir. Patr. post mapbevos add. was ody! Kat Meds, 
Kai TO pvoTHproy appacroy; Procl, dpOdpws: dppdorws Procl; agOdprws Leont. Jers: .° 
Anast. Sin., Doctr. Patr; &gp@apros Flor. Len, 131 4 éyevyOy Anast. Sin, Hod. VII; 
yevynbels Flor. Len. 131 post [éyerv7}0y] add. rouréarw dvapdpryros Flor. Len.131 révom,: 2 
Anast. Sin. VII, 2etX,2  eiceAfedy ante dewAvrws transp. Proc. — o8 rv: odros Anast. Sin. 
Hod. VII 5 Dewpdiv om. Procl; éwpaxws (quod post Owpds transp.) Anast. Sin., Flor. 
Len. 131 xéxpaye: dvexexpayet Procl. (ACO Coll. Vat.); éxéxpaye Procl. (ACO, Coll. Ath.), 
Anast. Sin VII, 2 et X, 1; Doctr. Patr. 

61] 7 ASKHTOY post WHAOYZIQTOY wansp. G ante MHAOYXIQTOY add..:: 
TOY O 10 dAnfyjs Isid. Pel. yeyévvyrar O, Flor. Len. 131 dv@pwaos om. O-.: 
11 6€ post w@AAoyv transp. Leont. Jer. Ps.-Joan. Mar. dard pywy Flor. Len. 131 Yids: Xprords 
V« post Yids add, rod @eod Isid. Pel., Conc. Ephes., Ps.-Joan. Mar; add. roo @eot xai Oeds 
Joan. Caes. 
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60. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, ON THE BIRTH OF CHRIST 


~ If the mother did not remain a virgin, the one who is born is simply a human 
_ being and his birth is not mysterious. But if she remained a virgin, even after 
~ giving birth, he was born without corruption—he who also entered without 
~ resistance when the doors were closed; and when Thomas gazed on the linking 
_ of his natures, he cried out, “My Lord and my God!” (John 20.28). 


61. BY ISIDORE, ASCETIC OF PELUSIUM, 
FROM HIS LETTER TO THE DEACON THEODOSIUS 


- Jt is improper to seek out natural proofs for what lies above nature. For if the 
- Word also truly became flesh, Christ is still not simply human; but rather, since 
- God has become human, a single Son exists in both the natures. 


10 
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[62] TOY AYTOY’EK THX ITPOX TIMOGEON 
ANAINQSTHN EMISTOAHS 


TAGn PurAAKH THPEL OV Kapdiav, o Ly) Tov play piow Xpioro perd rhy 
odprwowwdeby- ‘Barépasy dpe Eri avaipecis) Trepirayplay ovyKaradea 
THs Pelas Tparreions, 7 THS Hav pevaBeions: auTn TOO Mévevro % 
XdpuBéd.s, bv As wavras eis Peévvav katayayetv éomovdacev, Ung 


{63] TOY AYTOY’EK THY IITPOX TON MAKAPION KYPI AAON- 
ETH SKOMON AAEZANAPEIAS EIMZSTOAHS 


“Ort O€ 6 dAnbivos Kal él TaVTWY eos avOpwmos yEyovev, ore 6 F 
Tpamets; Kal 0 ovK Hv mpoohaper, € év pice ddow els bad pxav Yids, 
dvapxos Kat drépavros, mpoaparos Kal aidstos, 008 dv adres dpvnBeins, 
Tetoras € €Xwv Tob ayiov ar pos peo peyddou Adavaciou mept Toure 
ouvaivecets, avOparou 74 Feta treppuds éuBatevourtos. 


[62] Isidorus Pelusiota, Ep. I, 102, Timotheo Lectori (PG 78,252 C12-D4). Cf etiam: Ps.-Joan. Mar ee 
Test. 42 (204); Niceph., Antirrh, LIT (363, I 3-9); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 83; Conc. Ephes., Coll. Cas. II, 80;.. 
Test.2 (9,1. 14-17; 1); 13-4 (doy ... dé): Leont Jer, Ctr. Mon. Test. 77 (1836 A3-4);1L. 3-4 (arden 

.. uyxarabeats): Anast. Sin., Hod. X,1.2.123 ff. (154; ut cum Test, 63 coniunctum); 3-5 (wéoy. 
petasbelons): Joan. Caes., Apol. Cone. Chalc., Frag, Syr. 111 (44, 11. 1087-91) 

[63] Isidorus Pelusiota, Ep. 1,323, Cyrillo Archiepiscopo (PG 78, 369 B5-12) Cf. etiam: Flor. Len. 131, 
Test. 84; Conc. Ephes,, Coll, Cas. II, 80, Test. 5 (10, IL 7-11; 1); Cone. Chale, Coll. Sangerm. 11 (146; 
11.248; 1); 1. 9-13 (6rt... cvvarvéoecs): Leont, Jer, Ctr. Mon., Test. 51 (1828 C12-D3); 1. 10 (év piace 

. Yids): Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 113 (44,1, 1099; correctio Severi, ibid., Il. 1100-2 
IL 1-13 (ot8 av ... éufaredaavros): Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 114 (44, IL 1103-45, 
1 1107); IL 12-13 (niciveas ... €paredcavtos) Anast. Sin. Hod. X, 1. 2.126 f. (154; ut cum Test, 62: 
coniunctum) ae 


VOG [62] 3 post wan add. rofvuv Isid. Pel., Leont.Jer. ante oyjv add. r7v Isid. Pel. usp: 
-Xpiorod: py rov Séxnaw thy Tob Xprorod pvacy (urjrws play Xpiored pvarv codd. Vat. 64 
et Altaensis 1) Isid. Pel. ante Xptorod add. ézi Anast. Sin., Flor, Len. 134 3-4. ‘ro 
Xprorob post odpxwow transp. Anast. Sin., cod, M 4 Oarépas.. -ovyKarateats: a] yape 
pela ovycardbears éxarepas €oriv dpyvyois Anast. Sin. tiv pilav: pds sid. 
Pel, 5 Mévevros; Mavyros Isid. Pel. 6 4 XdpuBdis: Xaipwons Flor. Len. 131}. 
mauvaise opinion” Ps.-Joan. Mar. kardyew Niceph. As 

[63] 7 T. AE: TOYG 9 éreG dom. Flor. Len.131 post yéyovev add, dAnOds Isid. ee 
Pel. 10 év picear Sdaw: ev 880 guoeow Leont. Jer; é« picewy dvoiv Isid. Pel. correctio. 
Severi ad Joan. Caes. ante els add. 6 Isid. Pel. post Yids add. xai @eds Joan. 
Caes. 11 dvapyos cai dmépavros: drpemros Kat dvaAAoiwros Leont.Jer. mpdaparos 
om. Conc. Chale. adzrd VO 12 ante _Heyddou add. 708 G, Leont. Jet., Flor. Le 
131 13 avvécers O, Joan. Caes. Smeppuds: tnép giaw G; eximie Joan. 
Caes. Aeioras ... euBrevoavros: exeuv mepi rovrwy metoras drodeies too dyiou 
marpos hucv Afavaciou dvdpos dreppuds 7a Hela éuBoredcavros Anast. Sin. 
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62, BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
LETTER TO THE LECTOR TIMOTHY 


‘Keep a close watch over your heart, and do not ever accept one nature of Christ 
after he became flesh, For assent concerning a single nature is dissent on both, 
with either the divine nature changing or our own being lessened. This is the 
-Charybdis presented by Manes, by which he is working hard to bring everyone 
~ down to Gehenna! 


63. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS LETTER 
TO THE BLESSED CYRIL, BISHOP OF ALEXANDRIA 


You yourself would not deny that the true God, who is above all things, became 
human: not changing what he was, but taking up what he was not, existing as one 
Son in two natures, without beginning and without limit, new and eternal. And 
you have many assenting sayings on this subject by our holy father the great 
_Athanasius—a man who ventured to discuss divine things in a supernatural way. 
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[63a] TOY AYTOY’EK TH ITPOX AEANAPON EMIZTOAHS 


Hy , ¢ 3 Q , 6 , ” 3 ‘5 / > n » Peete 
guots av PUWTTELQ, UVAUILATLE, OUTE AVETLOEKTOS €OTL KAKWY OUTE 


~ / Al \ é t 4 A 3 / 
Pvork@s KeKTYTAL TA KAKA, GAAG yrwun Kal palvuia rHY aToTTWwoLY. 
A cal e 4 fal 
TAY XPHOT@Y Urouever- OTrEp Kal 6 Tpw@TOs TérovOev avOpwros, Kal TOY 


y ~ , aes a 5 oA , € , > > ATES 
Opwy THs owryplas é€érecev, Hv abt@ madw 6 detrTepos €€ obpavod: 


> iq ” e i > ~ - e fal > 4 ma > 4 
anédmxev avOpwros, 6 THY adAnOH pbow dv év EavT@ emiderEdpevos, 
es Aa / “~ , e a 
Oeds yap dv adAnbds, yéeyover avOpwros aAnbads, év 500 piceawy eis Yids.. 
~ ~ 3 > n 
Tob Oeov, ov Tparrels Orrep Hv ev TH yeveobar 6 eaprev. 


n ~ 4 fol . 
AEONTIOY: 'Eni raat b€ trois mponynoapévois Kat Tob paKaptov 
~ ~ \¢ “a 
Kupirdov, BePaiwrixas rdv te mpd abrod Harépwv Kal €punvevtixds THs. 
a + lod FA oe “~ id 
6Ays avTob diavolas, mapaldobat éovrovddcaper, iva yradou Ott ore. 
e a ig n a \ cD Ao 8 5 a? 3 A» Fy: 
obros ovTE Tis ETEpos THY Tlarépwy TO “ex dbo” 7} TO “EE Gypotv” én’. 
> ; awd Po 9 7 a \ ‘ A , . 
dvatipecet TOU “ev So” cipyxacww. IToAAaxod yap Kata ris Svaipécews 
¢ a > ? yao a » / 5) ‘ ‘ md 93 
Nectopiov waxdpevos, od ovov Ta. “é& Gv” réOerkev, AAAG Kal TH “ev 
, ” > ? > ¢ > e ¢ ’ a 
mpobecer eT auporepwy ExpHaaro, ws avTobev €& dy UTrerdEapev avrob 
tas as lal a ~ lanl 
Xphoewv padv eort pableiv: €— aract b€ adrod rots Adyous TAY XpHoEwr 
/ J ~ 
TAS AvApLPLAEKTOUS LOVES, AS OVSE WAVEVTES TAapEpuNvEetaat SvVAGOVTaL, 
Tapabeobas éovrovddoaper. 


[64] TOY MAKAPIOY KYPIAAOY’EMIZKOHOY 
AAEZEANAPEIAX’EKR TOY ITPQTOY TOMOY 
TQN MEPI THY ATIAS TPIAAOS 


‘O pev 7p lepds TE myety aAnfas Kat copuraros Haddos, paaArov bé 
ovpuras 6 TOV diyieoy xopds, dirrov oiovel mus Atv Tov emi Yi@ Adyov. 
éyvaKacl Te Kal eioxopilovar peta Td EvwOHvat capKi, Tourette Kal’. 
nuas yeyevpobat Kal’ 6AdKAnpov suoiwarr, diya povys duaprias. 


[63a] Isidorus Pelusiota, Ep. I, 303, Ad Leandrum (PG 78, 357 C6-360 A2). Huius epistulae etiam: - 
mentionem fecit Sev., Ctr. Gram. TIL, 39 (251, ll. 4~7; tr. 184, Il. 33-4). ES 

[64] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, De Trinitate, Dial. I (SC 231.162, Il. 17-22; PG 75, 680 B5-11). Cf. 
etiam: Niceph., Antirrh. H, Test. 50 (363, Il. 21-2); Flor. Vat. 1455, Test. 47a (cum Test. 65. 
coniunctum) ll. 22~4 (6 copararos ... capxi): Doctr. Patr. 4, V (30, Hl. 9-11); Theor., Disp. (244 
A5-8) 


V(om.OG) [63a] 4 drropdves ante rév ypnordy transp. Isid. Pel. 5 ovpavot: abrad: 
Isid, Pel. (txt. codd. Vat. 649 et Altaensis 1) 6 dmodéSmxevIsid, Pel. errede£dyrevos Isid. 
Pel. 7 évdvo pico: €x Sto pucewy Sev.(utvarialectio)  ddo:dde.V" 8 rob: 
cv Isid. Pel. ; 

VOG Scholion Leontii 9 ante AEFONTIOY add. SXOAION VG xai om. O 
12 ofros: adrés V 14 Nearopiov ante Siaipéoews transp.G rd: 7d O 

[64] 22 prev... «ai om. Doctr. Patr., Theor. 23 oturas: ras Theor. dirrdv...Adyov : 
ante 6 copwtaros EHadios (17) transp. Doctr. Patr., Theor, _otoved reas Hyuty om. Doct. Patr, 
Theor. éri tod Yiod G; ep ‘Yi Cyril 25 yevéobar Cyr. ante duaprias add. ris 
Niecenkh 
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63A. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM HIS LETTER TO LEANDER 


Human nature, my dear friend, is neither incapable of experiencing evil things, 

_ nor does it naturally take on evil, but it undergoes a decline from the good by 

_ choice and by indolence. This is what happened to the first human being, and 

he departed from the terms defining his well-being; but the second human 

being—the one from heaven—restored it to him when he received in himself 

our true nature. For being truly God, he truly became human: one Son of God 
in two natures, not changing what he was in becoming what we are. 


Leontius: We are eager to set alongside all these texts that we have produced 
_ others by the Blessed Cyril, which both confirm [the positions of] the Fathers 
_ before him and interpret his entire way of thinking, so that people might know 
- that neither he nor any other Father has used the phrases “from two” or “from 
both” as a way of denying “in two” [natures]. Many times, when he is fighting 
against Nestorius’s division, he not only uses “the elements from which,” but 
also uses the preposition “in” for both, as is easy to see from the quotations from 
him we have arranged below. We have been careful, in all quotations from him, 
to assemble only uncontested texts, which not even crazy people will be able to 
_ misinterpret. 


64. BY THE BLESSED CYRIL, BISHOP OF 
ALEXANDRIA, FROM THE FIRST BOOK OF HIS 
TREATISE ON THE HOLY TRINITY 


Paul, who in our view is truly holy and most wise—or better, the whole chorus 
of the saints together—recognized and handed on to us a kind of double 
_ message concerning the Son, after his union with flesh: namely, he has come to 
be like us, with a complete likeness, apart from sin alone. 
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[65] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


Atrros obv apa €oriv 6 én Yi) Adyos- avaberéov 51) obv Ta TOU Ocod cs 
Oc, kal ws Kal” Hpds yeyovdti Ta Kal Huds, TovTeaT. Ta avO puma, 


[66] TOY AYTOY’EK TH IJPOX AKAKION <EIUZSTOAHS> 


Oi 8é kata TH Avridyxerav ddeApol Ta ev €€ cv voetrar Xpioros ads ep 
pirats Kal pdovars évvoiais dexdpevor, pUcEwD jev EipKace Siapopay— 
OTL Ar) TAVTOY, Ws EpHY, ev TOLdTYTL Paik’ Oedrns TE Kal avVOpwrdrys— 
” A ey ‘ \ \ 4 = we Aad | y > -~ ” 
éva ye pv Yidv cal Xpiotov cal Kipuov, cai ws évds dvtos aAnOds & 
avrovd Kal mpdawrov elvar paatv. 


[67] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY B' AOTOY TOY KATA NEZTOPIOY 


Ei pev obv dvOpwrrov dvonalwy, ota0a kal Ocdv ovra Kara paw avrov, eb 
dy éxou Kal meTravoopar: et Oe wepilwy Tas pices ovX! TH €idevan povov 
/ A e 2 ‘4 / A ‘ , € , - A \ a lal \ 
ris wev 7 GvOpwrreia, ris bé 84 maAwv 7 Beta, diiatas 5€ waAAov THs Tpds 
évornra ovvdpon.ys, avOpwrodarpeis 6oAoyoupevws: kal Got TpOs Tuc 

elphoerat, Tous TOvouS THY KapTM@V Cou payecat. 


[67] 14 Ps. 127.2 (LXX) 


(65] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, ibid. (SC 231.166, IL. 26-8; PG 75, 681 C13-D1). Cf. etiam: Ephr Am., 
Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 165, ll. 3-5); Doctr. Patr. 13, VIII (83, |, 19); Flor. Vat. 1455, Test. 47b (cum Test. 64 
coniunctum) 

[66] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Ep. 40, Ad Acacium Melitenensem, 15 (ACO I, 1, 4,27, ll. 12-15 [Cone, 
Eph., Coll. Vat. 128]; PG 77, 191 D6-196 A3). Cf. etiam: Sev., Ctr. Gram. II, 4 (38, IL 18-24; tr. 27, 
IL. 11-17); ibid. (44, Il. 28-45, 1. 5; tr31, | 31-2, 1. 1; 1); ibid. ID, 9 (170, 1. 28-171, L. 6; tr 119, 
IL. 19-24; 1) 

[67] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Contra Nestorium II, 14,2 (ACO I, 1, 6, 52, ll. 30-4 [Conc. Ephes., Coll, 
Vat. 166]; PG 76, 109 C10-D1), Cf. etiam: Flor, Len. 131, Test. 59; Il. 12-14 (ei dé... duoAoyoupevuns); 
Pamph. XVII (260, Il. 169-72) 


VOG [65] 1 éy’Cyr.,Ephr.Am.,Doctr,Patr.dvafereO  dx0m.G 1-2 ws @ed ante 
Ta Tov Oeod transp. Cyr. (dbs: pos cod. M; om 707 cod. A), Ephr. Am 3 7a... TouTeoTL 
om. Ephr. Am. 

(66] 4 THS: TOY VO) *FHIZTOAHS om. VG; AOTOY O 5 post dé add. ye 
Cyr. 6 YnAats Kal pdvats om. Sev, Ctr, Gram. TIL, 4 6 toes Conc. Eph. cod. R 
fev om. Conc. Ephes. codd. RW 7 Odrys Te Kai dvOpwmdrys Conc. Eph. cod. R; re om. 
codd, SD 8 Kiptov kat Xpiorov Conc. Ephes. codd. SD 9 ante rpdcwrov add. 76 
Conc. Ephes. codd, VP 

[67] 10 TOY: TRN O 11 GvOpwrros Flor. Len. 131 post olofa add. pera. ToUTOU 
Cyr. 12 €yeFlor.Len.131 xaiom.O ante pdceis add.dioPamph.cdB = 7:70 VO, 
Flor, Len. 131 13 post ris pev add. é€ortv Vx) om. OG, Flor. Len. 131 duiorGs O 
déom.G 14 &vérn7a: vedT7Ta Flor, Len.131 — dzoAoyotevos Flor. Len. 131 
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65. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME WORK 


‘Therefore the way we speak about the Son is twofold: we are to ascribe to him 
the things proper to God as to God, and the things proper to us—that is, human 
characteristics—as to one who has become like us. 


66, BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM 
THE LETTER TO ACACIUS 


The brethren in Antioch interpret those elements from which Christ is 
recognized as if they were simply bare concepts, and speak of a difference in 
natures—that Godhead and humanity are not the same thing, as I have said, in 
their natural qualities—but they say that he is one Son and Christ and Lord, and 
that his persona is one, as belonging truly to a single individual. 


67. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
SECOND BOOK AGAINST NESTORIUS 


If, in calling him a human being, you realize that he is also God by nature, that 
is fine and I shall cease from criticizing; but if you divide the natures, not 
only in that you recognize what is the humanity and what is the divinity, but 
rather separate them from a convergence towards unity, you are admittedly 
worshipping a human being; and from our side someone will say to you, “You 
shall eat the work of your hands” (Ps. 127.2 LXX), 
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{68} TOY AYTOY’EK TH ITPOX 
SOYKENZSON’EMIZTOAHE A‘ 


Odxoty dcov prev Hrev eis Evvoiay, Kal els Ldvov TO Opav Tots THS Pux|s - 
> , eA Ld 
bppacty Tiva Tpdzov evnvOpwrnoerv 6 Movoyerrs, d00 Tas pices elvat 
4 \ bl] ‘ ey 4 , ‘ ~ na / 
paper, eva be Xpiotov Kat Yidv cai Kupiov tov rod Oeov Adyov 
é 4 ~ cA A 
evavOpwrioavta Kat cecapxapeévov. Kai ¢i doxel, deEwpela mpds 
~ % 
nrapdaderypa THY Kal juds abrods ctvbeow Kal iv éonev avOparor 
ouvrebeineba yap €x puyns Kal od@paros, Kal 6pOpev vo pices, ETépay 
4 L4 , \ Seal na cal ” 
pev THs capkos, érépay Se THs buys: GAN els CE dpupotv dvOpwrros 


[68] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Ep. 45, Ad Succensum I, 7 (ACO I, 1, 6, 153, |. 23-154, 1. 11 [Conc, 
Ephes., Coll. Vat. 171]; PG 77, 232 D10-233 Bt). Cf. etiam: Sev., Phil. (160, 1 16-161, 1. 10; tr. 132, 
Il. 1-20; 1); Doctr. Patr. 2, XIX (16, L 2; 1); IL 3-5 (od«ody ... paper): Anast. Sin. Hod. X, 
1. 210-12 (146); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 28; IL. 3-5 (odxodv ... Kdprov): Flor. Cyr. Test. 42 (126, 
IL 19-22); Sev., Phil, (28, IL 12~16; tr. 22, I]. 20-4); I. 3-6 (odxodv ... ceoapxwpevor): Sev, Ctr. 
Gram. II, 13 (121, IL. 12-16; tr. 94, ll. 32-6); ibid. IIE, 13 (230, Il. 15-20; tr. 161, I]. 11-16); Ephr. Am., Ad 
Or. Mon, (IV, 164, fl. 8-12); Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 17 (10, ll. 30-3); Conf: Rect. Fid., Test. 11 (78, 
IL. 20-2); Syn. Hispal. XTIL, Test. 11 (567, A5-11); Theor., Disp. (149 CL0~15); Disp. HT (220 C4-9); Sev; 
Ctr. Gram. Il, 22 (186, Il. 1-5; tr. 145, IL. 15-20; 1); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 31 (152, no. 124; 1); 
Theor., Disp. (140 B3-8; J); 1 3-p. 244,14 (odxodp ... Evwow): Sev. Ctr. Gram. III, 16 (273, I. 8-16; 
tr, 192, IL 8-16); IL 4-5 (vo... pajrev): Euth, Zig., Pan. XVI (1080 D11-12); 


VOG [68] 1 TH2: TOYG 2 A'om.G 3 évvoias Cone. Ephes. codd. FZ, Flor. 
Cyr.cod.C eis... dpdv: eis adr6 76 pdvov dpdcGar Anast, Sin., Flor. Len. 131 76: rot G 
3-4 rois ... Oupacw: tois THs Siavolas dpOadAuots Anast. Sin, Flor, Len. 131 


4 évqvOpainnxev Joan. Dam. Movoyevjs; EupavovjA Anast Sin, Flor. Len. 131 
4-5 dvo... paper: bdo paper elvar tds pdoers V —_efvat om. ut lectio varia sec. Sev. Phil. 
160-1 5 post yapev add. rds évwHetcas Conc. Ephes. (txt. codd. ARWB), Flor. Cyr, Sev., 
Euth. Zig., Theor. Disp.I; Xpiardy ... Kipiov: Xprordv xal Kiprov Kai Yiov Doctr. Patr. 2, 
XIX, Theor. 140B, Sev. Phil. 160-1, Ctr. Grams Yiov cai Xpiorov kai Kiproy Conc. Eph. codd. 
ARWE, Flor, Cyr. cod. C, Sev. Phil. 28, Justn. Conf. Rect, Fid., Syn. Hispal., Joan. Dam.; Xprarov 
Yidv Képvov Doctr. Patr. 24, X11; kal! om. Theor. Disp. ; xai Képrov om. Leont. Jer. post 
Répiov add. dpoAoyodjev Joan. Dam. 6 Se€dpeba O; SeEdpe8a Conc. Ephes. cod. F 
mpos: eis Doctr. Patr.2,XIX — mpds mapddevypa om. VG 7 abrot O, Conc. Ephes. cod. 
L, Doctr. Patr. 2, XIX 8 curriGéuefa VG, Conc. Ephes. cod. F, Leont. Jer., Ephr. Am. Def. 
Cyr. yap: dé Ephr.Am. Def. Cyr. post piceis add. nat én’ adrob Doctr. Patr.codd. AEP; xai 
ért atirot ibid., cod. C; cai éy éavrods ibid., cod. B 8-9 érépay ... puyis: Erépay wey 
ris puyiis, érépay dé row aduaros Just. Ctr. Mon. Test. 50 9 ev rH... 6€ 795 om. Ephr., 
Am.,Def.Cyr. ris capxds: rijv Tob odaros Conc, Ephes. (om. rv codd. ARWF), Flor. Cyr., 
Leont. Jer. (om. r4v), Doctr. Patr. ante rijs duyijs add. 77)» Conc. Ephes. (txt. ARWE), Flor. 
Cyr. «fs om. Conc. Ephes. codd. ARW, Leont. Jer. 8~p. 64, 1.2 GAA... &vworv om. Justn. Ctr, 
Mon. Test. 50 
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68. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
FIRST LETTER TO SUCCENSUS 


Therefore, as far as it enters into our cognizance, and only as concerns what we 
can see with the eyes of our souls of how the Only-begotten has become human, 
we say that there are two natures, but one Christ and Son and Lord—the Word 
of God made human and made flesh. And if you like, let us accept as a model 
the convergence within us, by which we are human beings. For we are put 
together of soul and body, and we see [in ourselves] two natures, one flesh and 
the other soul; still, the human being is one from both 
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Kal? evwour, Kal odxt TO ex Sto Picewv ouvreetabar avOpwrous Sto 
voetobat Tov eva Tapackevaler, Ws epnv, Tov ex Buyhs Kal odpartos. Hav 
yap dvédwpev 76 Ort Ex B00 Kal diapdpwy Paewy 6 els Kal udvos Ear! 
Xpioros, adidorractos Hv eta tHv evwow, épovaw ot TH 6pOn bd&y 
paydopevot, “Ei pia pdats 76 dAov, ras evnvOpwmnoer Kai Tolav idiav THY — 
e€ Nudv éoijaaTo odpKa;” 


[69] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY AIAAOTIKOY 
ZYNTATMATOS, OTI EIS 'O XPIXZTOL 


x \ 4 4 > 4 e 
Ap’ obv ovyxéxuvrat Kal pia yeydvaci aupw pvoets; Eira ris obtos 
> 4 \ 3 8 \ ” ” ¢ 4 4 fd ” é ~ , 
euppdvryntos kat auabys ein dv, ws  THv Gelav otecfar rod Adyou 
rerpaplat puaty eis OTrEp OUK Hy, 7} LETAYWPHOAL THY OA PKA KATA YE TOV 


[68 cont.] p. 242, ll. 4-6 (80 ... cecapxepévov): Leont. Jer. Cir. Mon., Test. 61 (1833 B1-3); 
p.242,1 4p. 244,1.2 (840 ... ochuaros): Sev, Phil. (261, Il. 2-12; tr. 214, 2-12); p. 242, ll. 6-9 (ad ef 
... huy 7s): Flor. Cyr, Test.41 (126, I. 14-17); Sev,, Phil, (28, IL. 8-11; tr. 22,11, 15-19); Ephr, Am., Def. Cyr. 
(IV, 128, ll. 8-11); p. 242, L 6-p. 244, 1. 2 (kai ef ... aodpcaros): Leont. Jer, Cir, Mon., Test. 144 (1860, IL. 
7-14; om. cai ef 8oxet); Justn., Cir. Mon, Test. 50 (14, 1. 39-15, 1.2); IL 1-2 (cat obyé ... ocraros): 
Jusin., Cfr, Mon., Test. 52 (15, ll. 17-18); I 2-5 (edy ... évnvOpcimrycer): Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor. I, Test. 1 
(33, IL. 1-4); Bulog., Or. 3 (V, 26, ll. 21-5); Il. 2-6 (éay ... adipxa): Sev., Phil. (262, Il. 14-20; tr. 215, 
Il. 5-10); Cir. Gram. IT, 14 (238, 1. 30-239, | 5; tr, 167, ll. 22-6); Il. 5~6 (el... odpxa): Flor. Cyr, Test. 43 
(126, IL. 24-5); Sev., Phil. (28, ll. 18-19; tr. 22, lf. 25-7) 

[69] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Dialogus Quod Unus Sit Christus (SC 97, 372, ll. 36-42; PG 75, 1289 
C14-D5). Cf. etiam: Niceph., Antirrh I, Test. 49 (363, Il 10-18); Antirrh. IV, 66, 6 (483, 
i. 9-11); Flor. BM 


VOG [68] 1 Kal &vwouv ante avfpwzos (p. 242, 1. 9) transp. Conc. Ephes., Leont. Jer., 
Doctr. Patr. 1-2 Kai ody! ... rapackevales: Kal aby Sri éx dio auv7éeirat picewy 
(éx b80 picewy cvyréferrat Leont. Jet.) 6 dvOpwros, Sv0 avOpaizrous (om. Conc. Ephes. codd. 
ARW, Leont. Jer.) rév éva voieréov Conc. Ephes. (txt codd. BFEU), Justn., Leont. Jer, Doctr. Patr. 


codd, DV 1 ovpreBetobat: cuynpuévwv Conc, Ephes. cod. B ante dv@pebrrous add. 
Kat V 1-2 dvOpcrrovs ... a: ve robs dvOpwirrovs iva Justn. 2 voeta@as post 


éva transp.O;0m.Conc.Ephes.codd.EU ais pny: GAN eva ron dvOpwarov (Tov adrdv Cone. 
Ephes. codd VARWLZ, Leont. Jer; om. Justn. Ctr. Mon. Test. 50) card odvOecw (abyxpaciv 
Conc. Ephes. cod. B), 77)» (rév Conc. Ephes. codd. VELUZ) éx buys Kai sap.aros Conc. Ephes., 
Sev. Phil. 261, Leont. Jer. Justn, rdv €x ybuyis: puis 6 A€ye Doctr. Pat yuyys Kat 
odpatos: caparos Kat puyfjs Conc. Ephes. codd.ARW, Leont. Jer.  éav: dv Conc. Ephes., 
Eulog., Doctr. Patr. 4 post épodoty add. yyy Vat. Gr. 1431 609 S6Eq: épf050bie Conc. 
Ephes. codd. ARW 5 «ai: Cone. Ephes., Flor. Cyr., Doctr. Patr. 5-6 Kal... cdpKa: 
5 Movoyevys Vat. Gr. 1431 tv é& judy om. Conc. Ephes., Flor. Cyr, Sev. Doctr. 
Patr, 6 éroijaaro: éyey 6paro Conc. Ephes. cod. B 

[69] 7 ATAAOTIKOY: KATA AIAAOTON V 9 dpa OG, Leont. Jer, Niceph. 


: ovyKexuTas G, Cyr, (txt. vers. Syr.) post cuyxéyuvrai add. dugw pices Sev. Cir. Gram. IIL, 


38 ante dupw add, aé Flor. Len, 131 puaig V, Cyr, Sev. Ctr. Gram., Flor, Syr. 12154 et 14533; ante 
gtoes add ai G, Leont. Jer, Niceph. od70s O 10 post éu8pdvryros add. re G, 
Cyr. 10 dv ante ety transp. Niceph. ais: dg O, Flor. Len. 131 10-11 gvow ante 
oteoPas transp. Flor. Len, 131; ante rerpd@@az transp. G, Vat. Gr. 1431 ante dau add. Oefav Sev. 
Ad Neph. : 
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by union, and the fact that we are put together of two natures does not cause the 
one human—the one] say is of soul and body—to be understood as two people. 
For if we avoid affirming that the one and single Christ is of two different 
natures, even though he is inseparable after the union, those who fight against 
right belief will ask, “If the whole is one nature, how did he become human, and 
what kind of flesh from us did he make his own?” 


69. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS DIALOGICAL 
COMPOSITION, “THAT CHRIST IS ONE” 


Well, then, are both natures confused, and have they become one? But who 
would be so stupid, so ignorant as to think that the divine nature of the Word 
has been changed into what it was not, or that the flesh has changed places 
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aA 3 f , > 4 fy a as ¢ 3 , , 
THs dAdowoews TpdTrov eis THY abrob Tob Adyou; Aunyavov ydp. 


[70] TOY AYTOY’EK THX ‘EPMHNEIAX 
THS II[POX ‘EBPAIOYE EMISTOAHS 


Kai ob 84 papev avaxvow wdorep twa cupPyvar Tepl ras pucets, ws 
pETaaTHVas prev THY TOD Adyou puta eis THY TOD avOpdrov TUXOV, GAN 
odd ab THY avOpwrivny <is tiv abrob- voovpevys 5é wadAdAov Kat 
Urapxovons Exatépas ev TH THs (Sias picews Spw, weTpayOal payev Try 
evwow évoixnoavtos Tob Adyov cwpatikds Td ex [apbévov vad. 


[71] TOY AYTOY’EK TQN SXOAIQN 


2 f Ss “ A oe ~ 
Ov d:opiaréov oby apa Tov eva Kipiov Incoty Xpiotov eis avOpwrrov 


[69 cont.] Syr. Add. 12154, f 26"; Flor, B. M. Syr. Add. 14533, f. 15%; Flor. Len. 131, Test. 67; Tim, - 
Ael., Ref. Conc. Chalc., Test. 198 (107, l. 32-108, 1. 10; 4); Sev., Ad Neph. I (42, IL 16-21; tr. 57, 
WL. 6-11; 4); Phil. (141, IL 21-75 tr. 172, Ul. 2-7; 1); Ctr. Gram. 1, 6 (25, 1. 28-26, L. 4; tr, 20, 1. 32-21, 1. 4; 4); 
ibid, III, 8 (155, fl. 18-24; tr. 108, Il. 21~5; 1); ibid. IN, 38 (250, Il 3~7; tr. 184, Il. 1-6; 1); Vat. Gr. 1431, 
Flor, I, Test. 20 (32; 1); Il. 7-8 (dip’ oby ... et): Leont, Jer., Ctr. Mon. Test. 106 (1940, B2-4); 1. 1 ~ 
p. 246,11 (efra ... yap): Sev., Ctr. Gram. I, 6 (27, 11 10-14; tr. 22, Il. 1-5); ibid. 11, 14 (237, 1. 29-238, 
1.4; tr, 166, Il. 30-4; 1); ibid. IIT, 41 (325, ll. 16-20; tr. 240, Hl. 8~12; 1) 

[70] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Ep. ad Hebraeos U, frag. (ed. P. Pusey TUL, 421, Il. 15-21; PG 74, 1004 
C6-1005 A6). CE. etiam: Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 161, Il. 10-16); Doctr. Patr. 2, XXXII (20, 11.9-14); 
Niceph., Antirrh, I, Test. 55 (365, ll. 1-2); Antirrh. IV, 61, 2 (479, I. 26-8); Flor. Marc. 573, f. 365 1L4-6 |. 


{cal od... {adrod]): Euth. Zig, Pan. XVI (1081 B12-C3); 1. 4-8 (xai od ... wor): Justn., Cir Mon, = 


Test. 146 (30, il. 37-40); Anast. Sin., Hod, X, 2.6.48~52 (178); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 24; Leont. Jer, Cir, 
Mon., Test. 145 (1856 B4-9; 1). Periphrasim 1. 4 (cat od ... pdceis) dedit etiam Anast, Sin., Hod. X, 
1.2.29 £. (147) ; 


VOG [69] 1 avrod: dz Niceph.; pdaw Sev. (txt. Phil.) post ydpadd. cis rod ro Troteto ban 
ddvaras Sev. Ctr. Gram, : 

[70] 3 HPO EBPAIOYE ‘EMMZTOAHS ante EPMHNEIAS transp.G THE om. G oe 
4 ob dy: oddérov Leont. Jer. 8%: Sef V; dé G; dyov Cyt, Ephr. Am., Justn., Anast. Sin, - 
Doctr, Patr., Niceph., Euth. Zig., Flor. Len. 131; de? ov Flor Marc. 573 donep ante dvdyvow:.”: 
transp. G 5 peraorhvas: orjvat Ephr. Am, pev om. Leont.Jer., Ephr. Am. row? om. 
Anast. Sin., Flor. Marc. 573, Flor. Len. 131 dad” 008” ab: perarrorn@pvar dé Euth. Zig. 
6 o8de V, Cyr, Leont, Jer, Doctr. Patr, Niceph. ad: abriy Niceph; om. Doctr. Patr; ad 
THY: adray Anast. Sin. codd. AMX post ad add. waAuv Ephr. Am., Anast. Sin. codd. D’K 
adrod: rod Adyov Leont. Jer. Euth. Zig, post abroad add. rob Adyou Cyr, Ephr. Am., eet 
Flor. Mare. 573 8 ante apfévov add. rs dyias Ephr. Am. 

{71] 10 ot om. Flor. Len. 131 d:opioréov: dtarperéov Thdt., Leo, Flor. Cyr, Leont. Jer., Anast, 
Sin., Flor. Len. 131; diopilopey Justn, cod, x odv om. Ephr. Am., Doctr. Patr. dpa om. Anast. 
Sin., Doctr. Patr., Flor. Len. 131 odv dpa: dp’ ob Flor.Cyr,  Kupuov Tyooby Xpiarov: Xprorov 


Kiprov ‘Tyooby Anast. Sin; sKuprov Xpiorov Ynoody Flor.Len.131 Kdprov cat Yidv cat Xpsarov : 


Leont.Jer. post Kuprov add. adv Sev, Thdt.cod.J Xpeorsvom.G 
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with [the nature] of the Word by a process of alteration? That, of course, is 
impossible! 


70. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
INTERPRETATION OF THE LETTER TO THE HEBREWS 


And surely we do not say that some sort of confusion has taken place with 
regard to the natures, so that the nature of the Word, let us say, has changed 
places with that of the human being, nor—even less—that the human nature 
has been changed into the Word's, Rather, we say that while each is understood 
and exists within the defined limits of its own nature, the union has taken place 
by the Word's dwelling bodily in the temple of the Virgin. 


71. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SCHOLIA 


The one Lord Jesus Christ is not to be divided, then, into a human being, 


248 “ENANTIAY AOKHXEQS NEXTOPIOY KAI’EYTYXOYZ 


rat > wn ~ 
iduKws Kat Ets Gedy (dtK@s, GAN Eva Kal TOV avTOV Tyootv Xptorov etval 
paper, THY TaV Piaewy €EiddTEs Stagpopav Kal dovyyxUTous GAAjAaLS del 
TNH POUVTES avrds. 


{72] TOY MAKAPIOY ITAYAOY EMIZKOHOY EMIZHS. 
ER THS EW -ERKAHSIAS TQN AAEEANAPEON ‘OMIAIAS, 
KAOQHMENOY KYPIAAOY KAIEY®HMOYNTOX 


By e a“ \ fal é : 
Evbéws 0 Kopupaios, 70 ordopa THY dmoardkwv, Tlérpos: “Lb eto Xpisros, 
6 Yids rob Geot rot E@vros.” “Td ef 6 _Xpiords,” % OTT} puars, 6 ry 
evavO pwrhjaas: “ov ef 6 Xpisrds” Kai obx elev 


[72] 7-8 Matt. 16.16 


[71] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Scholia de Incarnatione Verbi 13 (ed. P. Pusey, 528, ll. 14-18; ACO, 5, 
222, Il. 31-3; PG 75, 1385 C1—5). Cf etiam: Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor. IJ, Test. 14 (35); Joan. Caes., Apol. Cone.: 
Chalc,, Frag, Syr. 91 (36, Il. 860-3); Sev., Ad Neph. II (23, IL. 10~14; tr. 18, Il. 1-4); Leont. Jer., Ctr. Moni; 
Test. 57 (1829 C5-9); Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 166, I 38-41); Justn., Conf. Rect. Fid, Test. 3 (80, 1 
8-12); Anast. Sin., Hod, X, 1. 2.49-53 (148f); Dactr. Patr. 7, XVII (53, IL. 6-9); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 32; 
Thdt., Eran. II, Test. 94 (183, IL 13-17; 1); Leo, Tomus I, Test. 17 (24, i. 30-5; 1); Tomus IY, Test. 29 (131,: 
IL 6-9; 1); Hor. Cyr. Test. 104 (157, Il 16-19; 1); Sev, Phil. (65, IL 15-20; tr. 52, IL, 1-5; 1); I. 1-3 (€a 

.. auras): Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 112 (26, ll, 18-19) 

{72] Paulus Emesenus, Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Alexandriae I(ACO1,14,11,11.7-10 [Cone. Ephes., es: 
Coll, Vat. 125]; PG 77, 1437 A 9-1, 4). CE etiam: Ephr. Am., Ad Domn. et Joan. (IV, 148, 
HL. 14-18); Pamph. XU (225 f,, ll. 256-62); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 85 


VOG [71] 1 Kat... 2&:xcs om. V, Thdt. cod. J, Doctr. Patr. codd. AB — «lg om. Doctr. Pa 
codd. cett., Flor. Len. 131 Tnootv Xpiorov: om. Cyr. vers. Syr.; Xpiotdv Tyootv Thdt., Leo, Anast. 
Sins Xpicrov xat Yidv Leont. Jer; Kipiov Iycodv Xpiorov Justn. Conf. Rect. Fid, om. Incoty 
Thdt. cod, S, Flor. Len. 131 1-3 elvar...adrds: det ppovetv, Tois THY cewy paper clddGL 
Thy Siapopav cat davyytrws dAArjAats tnpotow atrds Eph. Am. 2 dAAyjAas Thdt. 
cod. §, Dactr. Patr. codd. CD, Flor. Len. 131 det Cyr, Thdt., Leo, Flor. Cyr. Leont. Jer., Justn. »Anast, 
Sin., Doctr. Patr. Flor Len. 131 3 diarnpodyres Thdt. (txt. cod. J) 

[72] 4 EMEZHS G 5 "EK om. G 770... drroarohwy: rev Gmoaréhuy 76 
ro i Xpiorob ordéua Conc, Ephes, cod. P; ray dioordleu 76 07640. TOY jLalyraiv ibid., codd. 
VA; r&v doordéAwy ante 76 oTdua transp.Pamph. Iézpos om. Ephr. Am., Flor. Len. 131; 6 
Hézpos Conc, Ephes. codd. HXE, Pamph. post Hérpos add. pyoiv Conc. Ephes. cod, W; eize 
ibid., cod. P 8 post ov ef add. pnow Pamph. é om, Pamph. 96 revavll povmoas, 
om.Ephr.Am. post évavOpwrrjoas add. Qeds Pamph. 
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on the one side, and God, on the other; but we say that there is one and the same 
Jesus Christ, recognizing the difference of the natures and always preserving 
them unconfused with each other. 


72. BY THE BLESSED PAUL, BISHOP OF EMESA, FROM HIS 
HOMILY IN THE CHURCH OF ALEXANDRIA, IN THE 
PRESENCE AND WITH THE APPROVAL OF CYRIL 


First of all there is Peter, the leader, the spokesman of the Apostles: “You are the 
Christ, the Son of the living God!” “You are the Christ,” the double nature, the 
one who has become human; “You are the Christ.” And he does not say, 
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“Yiol? adAN “6 Yids rot Ocod rod Cadvros? éréyvw Kai 7d povadiKdy 
, 
7 pOGwrrov. 


[73] TOY AYTOY’EK THE B' ‘OMIAIA 


’Hoatas obv knpiace: Tov Eupavouna, rouréote Oeov evavO pwryjcavra.” 
Tlérpos Aéyes,“X0 ef 6 Xpiords, 6 Yids t00 Ocod 106 COvros”—rihv Sirti 
yvow Kai TO wovadiKOV TpdoWrToV TOU Yiod: 6 Deoddyos Twdavyys A€yet, 
“Kat é€oxyvwcev év juiv’—dvo0 pices tob Movoyevots Kai TO &v 
mpdowrrov: eperver dé 6 Beds Adyos arabs. 


[74] KYPIAAOY IIPOX TAYTA 


> ‘ , > , o > eo? a a , \ 
[sob roivey HvtAjncapev Vdwp €€ dylas mHYyIs, TOU mpoAaPdvTos pHi 
didacKdAov, 6s Kat tats rod TIvetparos dadovyiais AcAapmrpvapevos 
dtecdgyser july TO wéya Kal CeTTOV TOU GWTHpos LUOTHpLOV. 


[75] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY I’ TOMOY KATA NEZTOPIOY 


Od yap 671 yéyove kal Huds, 76 elvar Beds amroA€oer. [1d60€v; Ode 


[73] 4 Isa.7.14 5 Matt. 16.16 6 Joan. 1.14 


[73] Paulus Emesenus, Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Alexandriae If (ACO, 1, 4, 13, I 17-21 [Cone, 
Ephes., Coll, Vat. 125]; PG 77, 1441 B3-13), Cf etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test. 86; lL 4-5 (Hoatas ... 
apdocrrov): Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 165 (35, iL. 30-3) , 

[74] Cyrilius Alexandrinus, Responsio ad Sermonem I Pauli Emeseni (ACOI,1,4, 15, IL 1-3 [Conc. 
Ephes., Coll. Vat. 126]; PG 77,989 C2-6).Cf.etiam: Pamph. XII (227,11. 288-92); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 87; 
Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 166 (35, U1. 37-9; 1); Fac. Herm., Def. Tr. Cap. 1, 5, 40 (36, I. 301-4; ) 

[75] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Contra Nestorium Il, 2 (ACOI, 1,6, 60,1. 39-61,1.2 [Conc. Ephes., Coll, 
Vat. 166]; PG 76, 129 D7-132 A2). Cf etiam: 


VOG [72] 1 ante Yiotadd.oiConc.Ephes.codd.VAE  Yioi: YiésEpht.Am. 6 0m.Conc. 
Ephes. codd. SD, Pamph. ante 6 Yidg add. 6 Xpiords Flor. Len. 131 ante évéyvw add, 
énéyvmoke Tas pvoeis Pamph. — éméyyen: eevee Conc. Ephes. cod. B; évéyvewxa ibid. 
cod.P — éméyvw Kai: éréyvexe Flor. Len. 131 «at: yap Conc. Ephes. cod. W post povadixdv 
add. rod Xpiarod Pamph. 

[73] 3 THE: TOY G* 4 ante ojvadd. y’O — xnpurre: Justn. 5 post [Hérpos 
add. dé Conc. Ephes. codd. VPSDW = rod Caves om. Justn., Flor. Len. 131 6 Yiod: 
Xptorod O,Conc.Ephes. ante 6 @eoAdyos add. «at V 7 post puoets add. cat V, Cone, 
Eph. (sedom.cod E), Just. post Movoyevois add.caiV +6 om. Conc. Ephes. cod. V 

[74] 9 KYPIAAOZ V 9 post AvrAjoapev add. dui» Conc. Ephes. (txt. codd. AHXE et 
vers. Lat.) post téwp add. Cwijs Flor. Len. 131 post ays add. roo dotov marpés Huddy 
Hadvdov Flor. Len. 131 10-11 vod .,. didacKdAov om. Flor, Len. 131 apoAaBdrres: 
mapovros G 11 xatom.Justn. ante rod Mvedparos add. d:a Conc. Ephes, (txt. codd. 
AE; rats did. rod: Sta. THs cod. P), Justn. Aaparpuvdsevos G; AeAayerrpvapevews Pamph. 

[75] 13 post TOMOY add. TONO 14 wééev: roré O, Justn. 
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“Sons, but “the Son of the living God.” He recognized, then, the unique persona. 


73. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS SECOND HOMILY 


Isaiah, then, proclaims Emmanuel, which means “God become human.” Peter 
says, “You are the Christ, the Son of the living God”—the double nature and the 
unique persona of the Son. John the Theologian says, “And he dwelt amongst 
us” —two natures of the Only-begotten, and the one persona. But God the Word 
remained free from passibility. 


74. CYRILS RESPONSE TO THIS 
See, then—we have drawn water from the holy spring: I mean from the teacher 


who has just spoken, and who has made it clear to us—guided by the Spirit’s 
radiant light—the great and august Mystery of our Savior. 


75. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
THIRD BOOK AGAINST NESTORIUS 


Just because he came to be like us, he did not lose his being as God. What, then? 
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pny ort Oeds kata pvoty €aTi, THY TpOs Huds Spotwot arapadeKTov exer 
Kat 7d avOpwros <ivat mapaiThoeTar peuevnKke yap womep ev 
avOpwrdryTt Ocds, otTw Kal év brepoyH OedtyTos By, dvbpwros oddev 
hr76v eorw: dupe 57 obv év aire, Kat els 6u0t Oeds Kat avOpwmos 6 
Eppavouna. 


[76] TOY AYTOY EK THY EPMHNEIAZ TOY 
AEYITIKOY, KE®AAAIOY A’ 


%, 4 a > ? al “~ wn “ € “ V 
Odov bé méAw év rodtos Twepiabpel sagas Tob owripos Hudv Td 
ri 4 a é 
voTypiov Kat TOV Oia TOU aytov BamTiopatos Kabapiapdv. Ao pev ya 
pvoTip He prop pev yap 
fi ‘2 ~ “a ~ ~ 
dpvibta Kedever Anpljvar Cavra kai kaGapa, iva vonays O1a TH TEeTELWaY 
5 ” a \ e 
Tov ovpaviov avOpuTrov 600 Kal Oeav cis S00 pbaets, Oaov HKeEv eis TOV 
eos 2 , pe a 
EKaOTH TpeTrovTa AGyor, dtarpovpmevov (Adyos yap Hv o €x Oeot ITarpos 
2 al a 
avarduippas €v capKt TH Ex yuvatkos), TAny ot pepiCopevov. els yap é& 
~ N oe , a 
dypotv 6 Xptords. Ata rovro Kat ws dvo dpvidia Aap Pdveras, Kal voetrat 
mad dporepa ws Ev, rAnv COvr7a Kat Kabapd. 


[76] 9-10 Lev. 14.4 


[75cont.} Justn., Ctr. Mor., Test. 6 (8, 1], 36-9); Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test. 19 (198); Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 
66, Test. 6 (484, Il. 35-6); Flor. Len, 131, test. 98; Il. 4-5 (Gyupen ... "Ejzzavouna): Leont. Jer., Cir. Mon., 
Test. 12 (1820 B6-7) 

[76] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Glaphyra in Leviticum 4 (PG 69,576 B1-12). Cf. etiam: Vat. Gr. 1431, 
Flor. IJ, Test. 56 (45, IL. 17; 1); 1. 8-12 (GAov ... dsarpodpevor): Syn. Hispal. XII, Test. 13 (567 B8-14); 
I. 8-14. (GAov ... Xpiords): Justn., Conf Rect. Fid. (84, ll. 18-23); Doctr. Patr. 2, XXXI (20, |. 6); 
1L.8-16 (6Aov ... €v): Theor., Disp. (140 B12-C7);IL7-8 (Sve... pacers): Conc. Chale, Coll, Sangerm. 
14, Test. 5 (148, ll. 2-3); I. 7-10 (8vo ... yuvasicds): Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon., Test. 17 (1820 D 5-10); ° 
I. 9-14 (8vo... Xpeordés):Joan. Dam., Ctr: fac, Test.29 (1500 A12~B3); IL 10-12 (iva... deatpodpevor): 
Cér. Cal, in Doctr. Patr. 30, HI (220, IL 4~7); IL. 13-14 (els ... xafapd): Conc. Chalc., Coll. Sangerm. 14, - 
‘Test. 6 (148, Il. 5~6); 14-15 (Sid Tov70 ... kafapa): Ephr, Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 164, IL 30-2; 1) 


VOG [75] 1 pay ore Huty 6 Flor. Len. 131 r7y mpds yds om. Conc. Ephes. cod. V ; 
2 elvas ante dv@pwos transp. Flor. Len. 131 maparrpoyrac O yap: dé Conc. Ephes., 
Justn. 3 év om. G_ post é&v add. ptoe: re kai Conc. Ephes., Justn., Niceph. 


post avOpwaros add, cai @eds G 4 éoriv om. Flor. Len, 131 51): 8¢ Leont. Jer. adr: 
tav7@ Cone. Ephes., Leo. Jer. Justn. «ai'om.Leont.Jer. éuod Oeds: Oeds Te Suo8 Leont. -. 


Jer., Justn, 

[76] 6-7 TOY AEYITIKOY, KEGAAAIOY A”: TOY 4' KE®@AAAIOY TOY AEYITIKOY 
OG 8 dé: 53} Cyr., Vat. Gr. 1431, Justn., Doctr. Patr.cod.A, Theor, capdsom.O yuiy 
Cyr., Doctr, Patr. 9 ayiov om. Doctr. Patr. 10 AnpOijvar ante ceAedvex transp. Cyr, - 
Vat. Gr. 1431, Justn. Doctr. Patr.Joan.Dam, 7@v om. Leont. Jer. 11 post avOpuzrov add. 
re Vat. Gr, 1431, Leont. Jer., Justn., Doctr. Patr.codd. ACE, Theor. 11-12 eis... dvarpovdpevor: 
ws é€x Sto mpayparwy tov &va Vat. Gr 1431 post die add. wey Cyr, Joan. Dam. 
Theor. 12 Hatpds om. Theor. 13 ante dv capxiadd.6V rH éx: rs Leont. Jer, 
Theor. 13 pepildjsevos G, Cyr., Vat. Gr. 1431, Justn. cod. X, Doctr. Patr. 

VOG [76] 14 cai ante Sid robro transp, Cyr. dpvibia AapBdvera: AapBdverat 7a» 
dpvibva Cyr., Vat. Gr. 1431, Ephr. Am., Theor. post dpvibca add. év S00 pdceat Conc. Chale. 
15 ws év ante duepédrepa (1.2) transp. Cyr, Vat.Gr. 1431, Ephr.Am., Theor. — v: év Conc. Chale. « 
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The fact that he is God by nature also does not make his likeness to us 
unacceptable, or make void his becoming human. For just as he remains God in 
a human nature, so, too, while he exists in the superabundance of the Godhead, 
he is none the less human. Both realities, then are surely in him, and Emmanuel 
is at the same time one individual—God and a human being. 


76. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
INTERPRETATION OF LEVITICUS, CHAPTER 4 


Consider carefully and clearly, once again, the whole Mystery of our Savior, and 
the purification that is ours through holy baptism. He commands two birds to 
be taken, which are “living and pure,’ that you might recognize through these 
winged creatures the “heavenly man” (1 Cor. 15.47-8) and God in two natures, 
as far as that can be expressed in language appropriate to each: distinguished 
(for the Word who shone forth from God the Father was in flesh taken from a 
woman), but not divided; for Christ is one from both. For that reason he is 
understood as two birds, and both are understood as one—but also living and 
pure! 
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[77] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY A’ BIBAIOY 
THEN IINEYMATI AATPEIAS, TOMOY B’ 


\ 5 Ame s t a 5 4 ‘ 2 A” § ‘a ?) 8. a 
XPLOTOS O€ WS VO{LOU Kat TPOPHTay dEoTraTNS TA aUT@ OoKOUYTA VeaoUeTeEt, 
is - , > 3 ~ > > / td \ 
Kal peaitns Hr, cuvOeovons év are Kat eis Ev Warep iovays DedryTOs TE Kal 
> 4 » A Bia 3 ) tal ~ , 
AVEO pUTOTHTOS: GUPw Yap Gra Kal ev TAUT@ voetrat Xpro7os. 


{78] TOY AYTOY’EK THY 'EPMHNEIALY 
THY POS EBPAIOY2 ETHZTOAHS 


“Opa tolvuy Kal év Svat Tots xyudpos Tov Eva Xprarov, rouTéote Oedv 
evqvOpwTynKdTa Kat aTOOVHOKOVTG. LEV GAPKIKDS UTEP GUAPTiAS, VATA 
pavTiop@ Tod ldiov aiparos OAny ayidon TH éxxAnaiar, penevyKora be 
maa araby Jeixds. 


[79] TOY AYTOY’EIS TO “ITANTA MOI 
ITAPEAO@H ‘YIIO TOY ITATPOX MOY” 


\ \ ‘ A 2 a] ~ 3 ia % §. be 5 - 
Tlore ev yap tas avpwrompereis apino: pwvds, more dé devxvier 
mpaywate. Jedryre udvn Xpeworovpera, iva voHTAl TO CUvApLPSTEpov. 


[80] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY B’ BIBAIOY TH2’EN 
TINEYMATI AATPEIAS, AOTOY @' 


Xpvoj 7@ orvAw Kepady, Kal piv Kal oda ypvaotv: pioews yap THs 
3 a a 4 > A ae f \ fs 4 
Gvwrate KatarAoutet Tov evavArcpov 6 €x ITapfévov vads: abuBodov dé 


[78] 8 xipdpors: Lev. 16.5—cf. Hebr. 9,12-13; 10.4 [80] 18 ypvoq ... xpucoty: Exod. 
26.32 


[77] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, De Adoratione in Spiritu et Veritate I (PG 68, 213 B14—C2). Cf. etiam: 
Flor. Marc. 573. f. 37" 

[78] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Epistulam ad Hebraeos, Frag. hic primo inventum. (ed. P. Pusey IIE, 
422, ll, 1-6; PG 74, 1005 A12-B1) ; 

[79] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Thesaurus de Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate, 24 (PG 75, 393 C1-3). 
Cé£. etiam: Flor. Len, 131, Test. 99; Flor. Vat. 1455, Test. 45 (T) 

[80] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, De Adoratione in Spiritu et Veritate IX (PG 68, 637 A7-B2). CE etiam. 
Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc,, Frag. Syr. 59 (25, I. 563-71); 


[77} 2 TOMOY (TOMOE G) B'ante THE transp. OG 4 re om, O 5 duo, 
om. O Kaley tatr@om.Cyr. ravrd:atrd G 

[78] 8 rotsom.O xed ppors O, xeydppors G @edv om.G 9 duapridy G 

[79] 13 MOY om. O 14 ydp om. Cyr. dvOpwaromperreis: dvpwmm mpetovoas 
Cyr,  SelkvucrV 15 voetrat V“, Flor. Len, 131 

[80] 16 B’om.G THE: TOYG 18 7@ ortdw: 7H Edrw Cyt; tod ordAou De 


Sect. —-yapi ye purjy Cyr. 19 r& évavArope De Sect. 
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77. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE FIRST 
BOOK OF “ADORATION IN SPIRIT,” CHAPTER 2 


Christ, as “Lord of the Law and the Prophets,’ lays down the law as seems right 
to him; he is also the Mediator, since Godhead and humanity run together and 
become one, we might say, in him. For Christ is understood as both together 
and in the same individual. 


78. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS INTERPRETATION 
OF THE LETTER TO THE HEBREWS 


See, then, the one Christ also in the two he-goats: God made human, that is, and 
dying in the flesh because of sin, so that by the sprinkling of his own blood he 
might sanctify the whole Church, while remaining still divinely free from 
suffering. 


79. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, ON THE TEXT, “ALL 
THINGS HAVE BEEN GIVEN TO ME BY MY FATHER” 


At some points he utters human-sounding words, and others he reveals deeds 
that can be attributed only to the Godhead, so that both may be recognized. 


80. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SECOND 
BOOK OF “ADORATION IN SPIRIT,” CHAPTER 9 


The head of each pole is gold, and the body gold as well: for the Temple from the 
Virgin is made rich by the indwelling of a nature from above. Gold is the symbol 
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v ‘ “” 

BedryTos 6 xpuads, drepoxiy exw THY KaTa TATED. Qs év VAR TUXOV TH 

, 4 3 3 - 4 4.3 a e , \ \ 3 a 

Toudde Aéyw, €€ apytpou b€ Kal éx Svotv 7 Baots- AauTpos yap ev yf Kal ~ 
/ con 

diapavns 6 Xpioros kata ye 70 “Oeds Kibpios kat émépavev uty, Kat. 
Lal a “a A \ 4 

olovet Supud THY yv@ow exwv: voetras yap ev TAVTH Oeds kat avOpwros- 

TOUTL yap ofat TO SiTrAHy Exery Kal €€ apytpov THY Paowv. 


{81] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY ITIPOZS@QNHTIKOY 
IITPOZ AAEZANAPEIZ 


? X / £ , é > ig ‘g ¢ 4 / 
Ei yap xéxpavrar ai dvo poets eis wiéw iar, érepootaror Tuyxavoveat, 
ov8 drroTépa o@lerat, GAN dupotepat ovyxvbetoar Hpavicbyoar. 


[82] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


Ki x Xr rv e yp s 3 nm cal ~ td nm B r Ly 3 lal 
ai AéAvrat 6 vads év TH KaLP@ THs Tpineepov Tapys, Bovdopevou adroo, 
3 ra A A 
Kai maAww aveaTnoer avroy, Kat HYOOn adT@ dpphTw kai appaorw ASyw, 


[80] 2-3 é€ dpydpov ... 7} Bats: Exod, 26.32, cf. 26.19, 21 3-4 Ps. 117.27 


[80 cont.] De Sect. IX; Flor. Cyr., Test. 237 (212, 1. 20-213, 1. 9; 1); Sev., Phil. (126, fl. 4-15; tr. 102, 
113-25; t);1.2-3 (€£ dpyupou ... Huiv): Sev., Ctr. Gram. III, 24 (28, Il, 16-18; tr. 20, IL. 14-16); 11. 2-5 
(e€ dpydpov ... Béow); Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 165, Il. 9-14); Il 3-4 (Aaaurpds ... &vBpevros): 
Leont. fer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 107 (1840 B6-9) 

[81] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Sermo de Fide, Frag. (ed. P. Pusey III, 538, 1. 20-539, |. 2: a Leontio 
Hierosolymitano derivatum). C£ etiam: Doctr. Patr.2, XXIV (18, IL. 5~7); Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 65, Test. 
2 (479, IL. 24-5); Joan. Dam., Cir. Jac., Test. 24 (149, no, 114; T); Leont. Jer, Cér. Mon., Test. 66 (1832 B13- 
C1; T, cum Test. 82 coniunctum); |. 7 (ef ydp ... ruyydvovoas): Rust. Diac., Syn., Text. 308b (240, 
11. 25-6) : 

[82] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, ibid. (ed. P. Pusey III, 539, fl. 15-25). Cf etiam: Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. 
(IV, 160, IL 19-24); Anast. Sin. Hod. X, 1. 2.165-70 (158); Doctr. Patr.2, XXXIV (21, Il. 1-6); Niceph,, <: 
Antirrh. HI, Test. 56 (365, I. 5-6); Antirrh. IV, 65, 2 (479, Il. 22-3); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Text. 25. . 
(ed. Kotter 149 £; 1); 


VOG [80] 1 ante Pedryrosadd.risV.DeSect. eéywvom.O 1-2 Q¢...Aéyw: “aurum 
dico secundum talem materiam”Joan.Caes. Hy... 77} roudSe Aéyax: BAys ... Tijs Todd Ady 
Cyr. 2 roidde: rola O; roiadTy b€ G  dvotv: Sto Fv G = Aaperrpds ... Brapavys: 
Aapmpas 8€ kai Stapanis ev yj Cyr, Flor. Cyt. ante y¥ add. TH Vi ev yi: ev adri d vads De 
Sect. 3 ye: re De Sect. Kvpwos kat om. De Sect. at om. De Sect. 4A Bbipud 0.00 
exe: Supurs } yradais abrod Joan. Caes. yodauv: yronuny Ephr. Am, éyex Cyr, Flor. 
Cyr. ydpom.De Sect. ratra: 7a G;adra Cyr. post @eds add. re Cyr; add. re 608 De 
Sect. 5 post ofuat add. dors Cyt, Ephr. Am, 76: 7) De Sect. post demAfv add. domep 
Cyr. xatom.Epbr.Am. yey post Baoxy transp. Ephr. Am. 


[81] 7 post AAESANAPEIS add. HrOYN ATIOAOFHTIKOY V 8 érepotouor G.. 
ruyxydoat G : 
[82] 11 «att om. Ephr. Am. Aderat Leont. Jer., Joan.Dam. post (AéAvrai] add, wev Leont. 
Jer, Ephr Am, Joan. Dam. ante vads add. 700 oasaTos Anast. Sin. ev. .. TADS! KATE TOV 
Tou mdBous KaLpov ev TH tpinuépw Tagy Anast. Sin. 12 adréy om. Ephr. Am..: 
post dppiire add. revi Doct. Patr. kai dppaorw: cal edppaorw G; om. Ephr. Am., Rust. Diac..: 
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of the Godhead, since it is superior in every respect. But the fact that I say this 
occurs in matter such as ours is perhaps clear from that fact that the pedestal 
[of the ark] is silver, and in two parts. For Christ was radiant and shining while 
on earth, according to the text, “The Lord is God and has shone among us” (Ps. 
117.27 LXX), and this contains, it seems, a double meaning. For God is 
recognized at once also as a human being; that, I think, is the meaning of its 
having a pedestal that is double, and made of silver. 


81. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE 
ADDRESS TO THE ALEXANDRIANS 


If the two natures are mingled into a single mixture, while they are of different 
substances, neither of them will be preserved, but both will be confused and 
disappear. 


82. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME WORK 


And the Temple was destroyed during the time of his three-day burial, which 
he willingly underwent; and he raised it up again, and was united with it in an 
unspeakable, indescribable way 
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a 4 ~ 

fedrntos 6 xpuads, brepoxny éxwr THY KaTa TaVTOV. Qs év VAY TUXOV TH 

4 2 > 5 , 4 i ie] ~ ¢ 4 A > lod ee 

rounde Aéyen, €€ apytpou S€ kai x duotv 7 Baots- Aapumpds yap ev yh Kat 

‘ 4 4 3 7 en 
dtagavyns 6 Xpiotos xara ye 76 “Ocds Kvpios Kal eépavev yutv, Kar 
a rat a ~ 5 AM 

olovel Sipud THY yroau €xwv- voetrat yap év TAIT Oeos kat avOpwrros- 

TOUTL Yap Olas TO OiTrARY exerv Kal €€ dpyupov TH Baow. 


[81] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY HPOX@QNHTIKOY 
HPOX AAEZANAPEIZ 


? x / e é é > , , ie - / 
Ei yap xéxpavrat at dbo puioets eis wiww piav, Erepoovorot TUYXdvovoat, 
ov’ érrorépa adlerat, GAN dupdrepat ovyyuletaat Hpavicbyoay. 


[82] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


> nw na ~ ~ ~ 

Kat \édutat 6 vads €v 7H Katp@ THs Tpinuepov tapas, BovrAopevov avrod, 
al % 4 , 

Kai TéAW aveaTyoev abTOr, Kai HvwON adT@ dppiT@ Kal dppaorw Adyw, 


[80] 2-3 e& dpydpov ... 7 dors: Exod, 26.32, cf. 26.19, 21 3~4 Ps. 117.27 


[80 cont.] De Sect. IX; Flor. Cyr., Test. 237 (212, 1. 20-213, L. 9; 1); Sev., Phil. (126, i. 4-15; tr. 102, 
IL 13-25; 7);1.2-3 (€ dpydpoo ... hiv): Sev., Ctr. Gram. IIL, 24 (28, IL 16-18; tr. 20, Il 14-16); 11. 2-5 
(2 dpydpou ... Bdoww); Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 165, ll, 9-14); Il. 3-4 (Aaprpos ... dvi perros): 
Leont. Jer., Cir. Mon., Test. 107 (1840 B6-9) 

[81] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Sermo de Fide, Frag. (ed. P. Pusey III, 538, 1. 20~539, |. 2: a Leontio 
Hierosolymitano derivatum). Cf. etiam: Doctr. Patr.2, XXIV (18, I. 5-7); Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 65, Test. 
2 (479,11, 24—5); Joan. Dam., Ctr, Jac., Test. 24 (149, no. 114; 1); Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 66 (1832 B13- 
C1; f, cum Test. 82 coniunctum); |. 7 (ef yap ... ruyxdvovoat): Rust. Diac., Syn., Text. 308b (240, 
11.25-6} 

[82] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, ibid. (ed. P. Pusey III, 539, Il. 15-25). Cf etiam: Ephr. Am., Ad Or, Mon. 
(IV, 160, li 19-24); Anast. Sin. Hod. X, 1, 2.165-70 (158); Doctr. Patr, 2, XXXIV (21, il. 1-6); Niceph,, 
Antirrh. HI, Test. 56 (365, ll. 5-6); Antirrh. IV, 65, 2 (479, ll, 22-3); Joan. Dam., Cir. Jac., Text. 25 
(ed. Kotter 149 f; 1); 


VOG [80] 1 ante fedryros add. ris V,DeSect. exwvom.O 1-2 Qe... A€ye: “aurum oe 
dico secundum talem materiam’ Joan. Caes. ddy ... TH rode Ad yen: Bays ... THs Tordade Adyey 


Cyr. 2 roidde: tola O; Toudry 8éG — Buoiv: Svo a G Aayemrpos ... Bragavis: 
Aapmpos 8é kat i Stapanis é év yf Cyt, Flor. Cyr, ante 7 A add, TH AV ev yi: év adr# 6 vads De 


Sect. 3 ye: re De Sect. Kdipros «ai om, De Sect. «ai om. De Sect. 4 Spud... 


exo: Supuys } yrodous adrod Joan. Caes. yrdow yrouny Ephr. Am.  €yex Cyr, Flor. =. 
Cyr, = -ydpom. De Sect. radr@: 7 G; ade Cyr. post @eds add. re Cy; add. re S08 De: 
Sect. 5 post ofa add, éort Cyr, Ephr. Am. 76: tv De Sect. post SemAqu add. worep 
Cyr, «xaiom.Ephr Am.  éyetv post Saccv transp. Ephr.Am. 
(81] 7 post AAESANAPEIS add, "“HTOYN ATIOAOTHTIKOY V 8 érepototo: G 
ruyxdcat G << 
[82] 11 «at' om. Ephr. Am. Aderat Leont. Jer., Joan. Dam. post [AdAvrat] add. wev Leont. ©. 
Jer, Ephr Am, Joan. Dam. ante vads add. rod oajzaTos Anast. Sin. ey... TAPAS: KATO TOV ©: 
Tov mdBovs Keaepoy ev TH Tp ep TAph Anast. Sin. 12 adrov om. Ephr. Am. : 
post dppyirqw add, revi Doctr. Patr. kat dppaorw: kai edppaorw G; om. Ephr, Am., Rust. Diac. 
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of the Godhead, since it is superior in every respect. But the fact that I say this 
occurs in matter such as ours is perhaps clear from that fact that the pedestal 
[of the ark] is silver, and in two parts. For Christ was radiant and shining while 
on earth, according to the text, “The Lord is God and has shone among us” (Ps. 
117.27 LXX), and this contains, it seems, a double meaning. For God is 
recognized at once also as a human being; that, I think, is the meaning of its 
having a pedestal that is double, and made of silver. 


81. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE 
ADDRESS TO THE ALEXANDRIANS 


If the two natures are mingled into a single mixture, while they are of different 
substances, neither of them will be preserved, but both will be confused and 
disappear. 


82. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME WORK 


And the Temple was destroyed during the time of his three-day burial, which 
he willingly underwent; and he raised it up again, and was united with it in an 
unspeakable, indescribable way 
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3 Z ? > nA wD / > > cA 2 £ a 
ov KEKpapLevos ev AUTH 7 aTrocecapKwpevos, GAN adtoomluy ev EavTa@ 
cal , a) 
tov dv0 pice THY Erepooudioy dabyxuTov THY iOL6T|TE. 


[83] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY B' TOMOY THs EPMHNEIAX 
TH2 IITPOX EBPAIOYS ENISTOAHS 


By ” 4 ‘ > / \ , , Af 2 h a € “~ < / 
Arodiioravtes yap aAdjAwy tas S00 pices Kai ava wEepos Hulv exaTéepav 
aouvagy Garépa Secxvivres, év pdvois mpoawrrois past yeveoOas TI Evwaw 
~ ce ral 

Kal ws ev ye yuaAj ovvarvécer kal ravToBovria Kat Pednudrwy porais, Kar 
> aif \ > ta ? nag 7 ¥ ig , « AY 
exeivd mou 70 év Tals ITpageot rOv Ayiwv ArooréAwy yeypapevov. “rou dé 
mAnfous THy TLOTEVORYTWV WV 7 Ka pOia. KALH puX7 jria? 


[84] TOY AYTOY EIS TON-EYATTEAIZTHN 
TQANNHN, BIBAIOY A’ 


Ene€epydlerar S€ xpyoiwws 7d elpnudvov 6 etayyeAtoTis, Kat eis 
eupaveorepay ayer Sudvoway THY Tob OewpHuaros Svvaptr- ErreLO7 Yap EPH 
odapKa yeyevqobat Tov To Oeod Adyoy, iva pjrtis ex oAARs dallas THs 
pev idias abrov droAdBor picews Exdpapety, peramerorjobas S€ ovTWS Eis 


[84] Scholion ad 14, cépxa ... Adyou: 76°65 Adyos cdpt éyévero” V (31) G 
[83] 9 Acta 4.32 [84] 14 Joan.1.14 


[82 cont.} Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 66 (1832 C8-13; t, cum Test. 81 coniunctum); Rust. Diac, 
Syn., Test. 308¢ (240, li. 28-31; 1) 

[83] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Epistulam ad Hebraeos, Frag, (ed, P, Pusey III, 420,1.9-421,1.2; PG 74, 
1004 A13-B4; a Leontio Hierosolymitano derivatum). Cf etiam: Leont, Jer., Cf: Mon., Test. 143 (1853 
D7-1856 Al; 1); 5-7 (darodiiordyres ... pomais): Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 53 (15, Il. 30-2; 1); Dactr. 
Patr. 2, XX XIII (20,1. 16-20; 1) 

[84] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Joannis Evangelium I,9 (ed. P. Pusey I, 140, |. 19-141,1, 4; PG 73, 161 
A15-C1). Cf. etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test 70; 1. 12-p. 260,17 (ére€epyalerar ... vad): Justn., Cir. Mon., 
Test. 140 (29, Il. 26-33); p. 260, ll. 3-7 (KaAdis ... vadd): Doctr. Patr. 2, XVII (15, |. 23); ibid. 5, FV 34, 
1, 4-5); p.260, 114-5 (8d0... oxrjvwors): Ctr, Cal.,in Doetr. Patr. 30, III (220, lL. 1-2) 


VOG [82] 1 post Adyw add. +79 tTprnuépw Ephr. Am., Rust. Diac. dAAa V, Ephe, Am. 


droow@lay: o@ Cwy Ephr. Am. 2 tavi7tovG  Sdoom.Leont.Jer. dovyydrovs ras 
i8.d7n7as Leont. Jer., Joan. Dam. 

[83] 4 THE om. OG EMIZTOAHS om. O 5 kat om. Doctr.  Patr. 
6 douvaph Farépa: 77 Gardpg dovvagy (sic)O  Oardpay Leont. Jer, Justn.; @ardpas Doctr. 
Patr, dezxvdovres Leont. Jer. 7 os om. Doctr. Patr. (kai @s om.cod.C) ye om. O 
oveavécet: cuvéce. OG 8 post zrov add. raya Leont. Jer. 9 mtarevdyTwv O 

[84] 11 BIBAIOY: AOTOYG 12 déom.Cyr.,Justn. 13 dyer Sidvoray: €vvoiav 
dyer V 14 cdpxa:tivaV = r0o0 Ocov: Gedv V_—_parrts: ut) THs G", Flor. Len. 131 post 
dyabias add. rov Adyov O 15 péevom.O adréviadro0O — pdaews ante broAdBot 


transp.O — od rws: d6vTws Cyr, Justn. 
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—not mingled into it or deprived of his flesh, but preserving in himself the 
unmingled propriety of the two natures, each of which hada different substance. 


83. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SECOND BOOK OF 
HIS INTERPRETATION OF THE LETTER TO THE HEBREWS 


Separating the two natures from each other and showing that each is 
unconnected with the other, as is the case with us, they say that union has taken 
place only of the two personas, as if it were a matter merely of agreement, of 
willing the same thing and of common inclinations of the will—something like 
what we find written in the Acts of the Holy Apostles: “and of the number of 
believers there was one heart and one soul” (Acts 4.32). 


84. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, ON 
THE EVANGELIST JOHN, BOOK 1 


The Evangelist develops what he says further, in a useful way, and brings the 
meaning of the scene to a more obvious clarity of understanding. For after he 
has said that the Word of God became flesh, so that no one, in great folly, might 
suppose that he has left his own nature behind or that he has in this way been 
made over into 
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, N n v 2Q7 Ey 5 v4 \ ef ‘ Pata: 
cdpKa Kat mabetv (Orep dddvatov Av. dAAotwwoews yap amdons, Kal 


lod ~ 5. + rd \ A ~ fal > / \ Cal 
peeTaBodArs ris ey Erepdv Te Kata Tov TOO mas elvat Adyov, TO Oetov 
cal , nan 3 A Ace 
dmwKvorat), Karas ye apddpa Trordy 6 OcoAdyos éemhveyKer evOds TO“ Kal 


éoxrvwaer ev nuiv’, iva dvo0 vonoas TA onpatvopeva, TOV TE OKNVOLYTA 


Kal TO ev @  oKyvwots, pr) eis adpka reTpdapOat vouions adrdv, - 
eoxnvwkevas O€ ardor ev capKi ws idi@ mpooxpyodevov CMpaTiyT ek 
tis aylas Ilapbévov vad: “ev abT@ yap kaT@KyKe Mav 70 TARpwWLA THe - 
GedrnTos cwuaTiKds, ws 6 MadrAds pyow. 


[85] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY KATA KEGAAAION 
TQN ZXOAIQN <AOFOY 


Ocds yap av Kara gta 6 Adyos, “ev dpowwpars dvOparwr” yéyovev- 
evelyn dé kai cx7juati ws avo pwros, iva brapxwr els, ev TAVTH vontrar Td 
auvappdtepov: ovre PAds dvOpwaos ovre nV avOpwrdryTos Sixa Kal 
capkos 6 Adyos. 


[86] TOY AYTOY “EK THX ITPOX BAAEPIANON ENIZTOAHY 


Otkobv opodroyouuevws 76 mev Ex TIS GapKos caps eaTi, 70 Be Ex 


(84] 4 Joan. 1.14 7-8 Col.2.9 [85] 11 Phil. 2.7 [86] 16 cf. Joan. 3.6 


[85] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Scholia de Incarnatione Verbi 33: fragmentum hic primo Graece 
inventum. (ACO I, 5, 230, IL 24-7; PG 75, 1404 C1~5; Latine: Coll. Palat, ACO I, 5, 208, I 30-2; 


Armenice: F.C. Conybeare, The Armenian Version of Revelation and Cyril of Alexandria’s Scholia on the i 


Incarnation and Epistle on Easter (London, 1907), 204.) Cf. etiam: Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66, 6 (484.1, 
37-485, 1. 3) * 
{86] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Ep. 50, Ad Valerianum, 2 (ACO 1, 1, 3, 91, L 31-92, 1 1 [Conc. Ephes., 
Coll. Vat. 119]; PG 77, 257 B11-15). Cf. etiam: Sev., Phil. (41, ll. 16-21, tr. 32, IL); Eulog,, Def, in Doctr. .: 
Patr. 29, XV (212, I. 24-7); Or. 3 CV, 29, |. 5-30, 1 8); De Sect. IX; Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66, 6 (485, « 
IL 5-6); Flor. Cyr, Test. 74 (£37, 11. 24-7; 1); Sev., Phil. (41,11. 16-21; tr. 32., IL 


VOG [84] 1 qv ante addvaroy transp. Cyr. dadons: dydans Flor. Len. 131° 
2 €repov: érépwe V“ — tov: 7Hv G, Flor. Len. 131 3 ye: dé V, Doctr. Patr. 5, IV cod. 
P;reG  roidiv ante agddpa transp.O — eds ante érryveyxev transp. Doctr. Patr. 5, IV; - 
ed0dwsV rd: 6re Cyr., Justn.; om. Doctr, Patr. 5,TV 5 xatom.O,Cyr.cod.B 70: T6v 
V«G, Flor, Len. 131; om. O aparerpdgfa: G, Cyr, Justn., Doctr. Patr. 2, XVIII, Flor. . 
Len, 131 6 €oxnvwKévat: oxyvadcar Cyr, Justin. évom.G  idiws Flor. Len. 131 
7 KxaTr@«yoe O, Cyr; xaToure? Col. 2.9, Flor. Len. 131 8 é6om. Flor. Len. 131 

{85] 11 yap om. Niceph. 12 edpély dé Kal oyjuart: Kal oynuate evpdby Niceph 
vO 12 dmdpywy efsom.Coll.Palat. cfs ev radr@: év raurdryrt Vers. Armen. 

[86] 15 BAAAEPIANON G;  BAAEPION O 16 obxody om. Flor. 
Cyr.  dpodoyotpev cis Flor. Cyr, Sev., Eulog. Def cod. A, Eulog.Orn4cod.A 76 pévex tis © 
oupKos: 76 Te &776 Gapkés O, ev om. G; ante 76 transp. Conc. Ephes., Flor. Cyr. Eulog, (uév, pyot, 
ro Eulog.Or.4) ex: dd O Q 
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flesh and become passible (which would be impossible; for the Divine is far 
removed from all change, and from transformation into something else in the 
structure of its existence), the Theologian does a very beautiful thing, adding 
immediately, “And dwelt among us” (John 1.14), so that in recognizing two 
subjects of attribution here, the one who dwells and that in which his dwelling 
takes place, you might recognize that he is not turned into flesh, but rather has 
come to dwell in flesh by taking it on to use as his own body—the Temple from 
the holy Virgin. “For in him all the fullness of the Godhead has dwelt in a bodily 
way” (Col. 2.9), as Paul says. 


85. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SUMMARY 
IN CHAPTERS OF THE SCHOLIA 


Being God by nature, the Word came to be “in the likeness of human beings’ 
(Phil. 2.7). And he was found “in human form” (ibid.), so that existing as one, 
both might be understood in the same individual. He was not a mere human 
being, nor was the Word separate from humanity and flesh. 


86. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM 
HIS LETTER TO VALERIAN 


It is agreed, then, that what comes from flesh is flesh, but what comes from 
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Ocot Ocds- €o71 b€ Kara TavTOV dupdrepa Xpiatos, ets dv Yids kal Kupios 
~ 5 lal 
yea TIS dias avrTod capKés. 


[87] TOY AYTOY’EK THX ITPOS TOYS 
ANATOAIKOYS EMIZTOAHS 


Tas 6€ evayyeAckds Kal drrocroAiKas Epi Tob Kupiov pwvas taper Tovs 
GeoAdyous avdpas Tas pev KoLvoTroLobvTas Ws eg’ Evos Tpoawrrou, Tas be 
dtarpobvras ws ert dbo picewn, Kal Tas ev Deo perets Kata THY OedTHTA 
tot Xptorob, rds de rarrevas Kata THY dvopwrdryTra Tapadidovras. 

ZXOAION AEONTIOY. Taw AvaroAkdy éotw émideiEews 7a pHuata 
THS Tapovans XpHoews: TeHerKkey OE AUTA KALAUTOS Ws EXOUGLY 6 LAkaplos 
Kipirdos év 77} otxeia état 0Aj. 


[88] TOY AYTOY’EK TQN SXOAIQN 


va) 8 ,> , e t » ¢€ ; > 36 
TLOE AOVYXUTOL LELEVYKAOLY Gt PUELS HYOUY UTOOTAGELS EvTEvUEY 


{86 cont.] 22-6; J); ibid. (304, 11. 3-8; tr. 248, IL 20-5; 1); p.260,1 16~p.262, 1.1 (odxody ... Xptards): 
Eulog,, Or. 4 (V,35, Il 9-11}; 1 (€ore... Xpioros): Ctr. Cal., in Doctr. Patr. 30, ID (219, 1.28} 

[87] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Ep. 39, Ad Joannem Antiochenum, 5 (ACO I, 1, 4, 17, ll. 17-20 [Cone. 
Ephes., Coll. Vat. 127); cf. etiam ACO Il, 1, 1, 109, 11.6-9 {Conc. Chalc.]; PG77, 177 Al3~B3). CE£ etiam: 
Rust. Diac., Syn., Test. 209 (153, IL 12-14); Eulog., Or. 3 (V, 16,1. 4-17, 1. 9); De Sect. IX; Joan. Dam., Ctr, 
Jac., Test. 27 (Kotter 150, no, 118); Theor., Disp. H (241 D6-11); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 27; Flor. Cyr, Test. 8 
(114, Il. 13-18; 1); Sev., Phil. (14, I. 8-13; tr, 11,1. 29-12, 1, 2; 1); ibid. (197, IL. 16-21; tr. 162, IL 16-22; 4); 


Justn., Cir. Mon., Test. 163 (35, I 9-12; 1); 5-7 (rds Se... pdcecuv): Anast. Sin., Hod, X,1.2.2-5 (145); 


Euth. Zig., Pan. IE (120 D710} 


VOG [86] 1 6é€ om. Conc. Ephes. codd.AD, Eulog. Or.3 ante xara add. xaiDeSect. xara 
rabrov: KaTa 70 avT6 De Sect; kar’ adrdv Conc. Ephes. codd. VR", Eulog. Def. cod. C, Eulog. Or. 
4cod.M ante Xprordsadd.6 Eulog. Def.cod.B,Eulog.Or.4cod.M dv ante efs transp. Flor. 


Cyr. Yids om. De Sect. «atom. Eulog. Or.3 ante Kupzos add, efs Conc. Ephes. codd.WR, 


Flor. Cyr. Sev., Eulog. Def. (Hoc testimonium post Test. 88 transp. G) ut 
[87] 5 Se: ev De Sect.; om. Euth. Zig, Flor. Len. 131 edayyedixds ... Kupiov om. Rust. -. 
Diac. «aldvooroAucdsom.DeSect., Theor. mepiom.OG  guwyvas ante epi transp. Euth, 


Zig. 6 BeoAdyous: Oenydpous Conc. Ephes. codd.DB, Justn. 8 post dyOpwrdenta 


add. adrod Conc. Ephes.codd, HSW, Syr.,Conc.Chalc., Theor. rapadidévras: mapadidodvras : 
V, Cone. Ephes. cod.B; ra padiSovra Flor, Cyr. cod.M; om. Joan. Dam. a 


G  Scholion Leontii 9 émbeiEews correxi; emi AdEews G 
VOG [88] 13-p.264,L6 6re... clodpeda: penevjxact dé kal wera THY ToLadr yy Cvwow ab 
pooeis dobyyuror, Kal werd THv oixetwy iSvorHrwy Euth. Zig. 13 odvyyuror Flor. Len. 


131 Hyouv: et7’ ofv Leont. Jer. your broaracets om. Flor. Len. 131 af ante droordoets 
add. Anast. Sin. X,1.2 
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God is God. But Christ is both at once, being one Son and Lord, along with his 
own proper flesh. 


87. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
LETTER TO THOSE IN THE EAST 


We know that those who speak of God take some of the sayings about the Lord 
in the Gospels and the Apostolic writings to refer commonly to one persona, 
and divide others as referring to two natures, and assign the ones that seem 
appropriate to God to the divinity of Christ, and the lowly ones to his humanity. 


Comment of Leontius: The words of this present passage belong to the Easterners’ 


exposition; but the blessed Cyril quotes them himself, in his own letter, just as 
they are. 


88. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SCHOLIA 


‘That the natures or hypostases remain unconfused we realize from this: 
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> , \ , , > , foal 4 - yu 
etodpeba- To yap Tot xpvatoy éradnAppevov TH EtAw wewevnKer Orrep 
Hv, Kat kaTramourel mev 76 EvAov Tob xpuatov THY dd€av, mAHV OvK aréaTy 
rou civat EvAov. 


[88] 2-3 cf. Exod.25,11 


{88] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Scholia de Incarnatione Verbi11 (ACO I, 5, 227, IL. 11-14; ed. P. Pusey 
520, Il. 3-7; PG 75, 1381 Al5~B4; Latine: ACO I, 5, 190, ll. 27-30 [Coll. Palat.]; Armenice: F. C. 
Conybeare, The Armenian Version ..., 178), Cf. etiam: Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 2.3.116-20 (168); Doctr. 
Patr. 20, XI (129, ll. 7~10); Euth. Zig., Pan. VH (256 B14~C4); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 69; Flor. Cyr., Test. 
102 (156, IL. 5-9; 1); Sev., Phil. (63, IL 22-7; tr. 50, 11. 20-4; 7); Sev., Ctr. Gram. Il, 23 (189, Il. 18-22, tr. 25 
148, I. 8-11; 1); Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor. II, Test. 67 (49; 1); p.262,1.13 (670... broardoets): Leont. Jer, 9 
Test. 35 (1824 D15-1825 Al); Anast. Sin, Hod. X (152 D11-153 A1); p. 262, 1. 13-p.264,1. 4 (ort... Rar 
ciodueBa): Sev., Ad Neph. I (23, ll. 9-10; tr. 17, Il, 34-5); Ephr. Am., Ad Domn. et. Joan. (IV, 156, 5 
132-3); Pamph. XI (209, Il. 224-6) 


VOG [88] 1 eioduefa: éorduefa Anast. Sin. 168 D ypvotw Anast. Sin. 168D_: 
erradnAyspevor: eradnrcupevov O; emaredAyspevoy V%; émadAAnpevoy Flor. Len. 131; : 
érnAerppévor Anast. Sin. 168 D codd. VEY 76 Evo Anast. Sin 2 KkatramAouret: | 
KarerrAobre: Cyr., Anast. Sin. (txt/cood.M)  xaramAoure? wv: katamAovtobmer Flor. Len. | 
131 €vA@ Flor.Len.131 ante rod ypuciovadd.éwsG — rAjy ob drréory: 08K améoTn bé 
Euth. Zig. 3 post EvAov add. obd€ rs olxeias picews Euth. Zig. 

Post hoc testimonium add. Tis card rHv OedtyTa Tob Xptorod cal dvOpwadryTa evayrias. - 
doxyoews Neatopiou cai Hituyods dheyyos kat dvarpory VG 
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the gold overlaid on the wood remained, indeed, what it was; and the wood 
became rich with the splendor of gold, yet did not cease from being wood. 


Appendix I 


Diagrammata in calcibus codicum constructa, ut scholia ad p. 154, Il. 15-18, 
KeioOw ... mAEupa 


V,£18: 


Thp odpt Adyos marhp adp— 2Adyos Adyos athp adpf Adyos marnp dp 
O, f. 23": 
odpt Adyos marnp 
Adyos marip marnp capt apf dAdyos 

G, £337": 

Aébyos adpé 
marip  adps Adyos maryp 

ode mari}p 
Adyos marip = gép— — Abyos 

marip Adyos 
adp&  Aédyos natip  adpt 


Appendix II 


Diagramma in calce O, f. 48", constructum, ut scholion ad Test. 25 (p. 202, L. 9— 
p. 204, 1.2). 


Oc 
oO 
y 
K 
y 
p 
t 
w 
finis c finis 
paginae . paginae 


i} 

¢ t 

{ ae it 

ral . U 
a 


[Aoroq (HMEIC 


TOY AYTOY AEONTIOY 
ETMAYSEIZ TQN‘YIIO SEYHPOY 
TTPOBEBAHMEN@NSYAA OFIZMQN - 


VO 1 AEONTIOY: MAKAPIOY AEONTIOY MONAZONTOZO 2 RIMAYSIZO- 


By the Same Leontius: 
Solutions to the Arguments 
Proposed by Severus (Epilyseis) 
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[1916 C] "Eort pev ra mpcyv Hutv Kara Tov dAnOH Adyov é« TAY dyian — 
Tlarépuv ovverreypéva pos Tovs dd Neotopiov re kat Eituxots ixava, 
Ocod xdpitt, mpos Tedciav dvatpomiy Tov paraiwy Aoywopav “ris 
pevdwripov yracews.” ‘Ered? dé—“epevperal kaxav’, Kata Tov Belov - 
amdotodov, bvtes— “e€éAtrrov efepevvavres ebepevviaers’, Ws Tots 
moAAots vopilecbar E€vois Tiol <Aoyiopots> Kai odK euTreprexouevois 
Tais mpos avTovs Hon yeyevnuevais Hudv avtTippHnoect TA viv avTods 
Kexpnobat, avayKaiws, Kata THY derépay TOV Kata Oeov ayamavrav | 
TpoTporriy, TA ev EKELVOLS LEV TEpLreyopeEva, OdK Els Aemrrov b¢ CENTAGLEVa, 
vuvi Ornyopevoaper, iva ExovTes mpos exelvors Kal TATA KaTa “THs [D] 
pevdwrvipov yracews” odk dyevvh, oluat, emtyeipyjuata, TH GAnGeia 
ovvictatabe. Ap£opar d€ TOv éemAdvcewv Kata Taki ws Kal y TOV - 
dmopnatruv tepieyer StacKkeuy, diadoyixwtepov atta welodeduv cal 
dtevbverv. 


[1] ANTIOEXIZX AKE®AAOY. Picw 6 Adyos avadaBav avopurivyy, 
thy év [1917 A]r@ etder Oewpovperny 7 rHv ev aroum avedaBer; : 

AMANTHZIZ OP@OAOEZOY., Ti yap; “Erepov ote: ravrny etvar map’ 
eKELvyV; , 


AKE®. Nai, cimrep 7 wév év TARO Et Oewpetras, 7 b€ ev Evi TO GpLO ue. 


a , 2 \ 2 
OPO. AAN ob mpds 6 Hpwryca dasrexpibys. Od yap ei év wANBEr Kat ev 
~ Eon > 
évi Pewpetrat atty 70 Cyrovpevdv €otiw—rovro yap wpordyyrat—aAn ei 
> 7 y a son 
airy éxeivyn, KaKeivyn attn, 7 érépa obca Tuyxdver. TO yap év evi 7 év 
a 4 e a a} 
mActoor TavTHV Oewpetabat ra ev ois €art TOAAG 7 Ev Pewpetabat Troret, ov 
thy puaw ev 7 ToAAG paivecbat TapacKkevdaler: Womep aueAer emi TE 
Aevxod exer kat TOU AeAuKagpevon, etre Ev etre Aciova at Ta ev [Blots 
4 , tal 4 4 a ¢ ” ~ > e ¢ ad 
4 AeuxdTys Bewpetrat “Ore dé tabra otrws exer, OnAov €€ dv 6 THs 


3-4 et 10-11 rijs pevdwrdpou yruacews: 1 Tim. 6.20 4 épeuperat Kaxav: Rom. 


1,30 5 é&édurrov éFepevvdvres eLepevvijaeis: Ps, 63.7 (LXX), v.1 


VO2 reom.O 4 deiovom.O 5 dvres e€éAtrovom.O — ante é&Arzrov conj. 
<ots Loofs (34) 6 <Aoytapots> supplevi 8 ante @eov add. roy O 9 & 
om. O 10 iv’O 12 ovrvicracbe V; ovvicracbar O 13 drroppnarwr V* 
14 devbivenr: edbivwy O 16 dvéAaBev post Pewpoupervyp transp. O 17 érépav O 
otn OX 21 ei HV 22 évom.OV = airy... atryatr)...at77O 26 rabra: 
roue =6—O 
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What we gathered from the holy Fathers in our recent work, by way of true 
doctrine, against the followers of Nestorius and Eutyches, should be enough, by 
God's grace, to defeat completely the vain reasonings of spurious insight. But 
since they are what the divine Apostle would call “inventors of evil” (Rom. 1.30), 
“they have given up investigating the investigations” (cf. Ps. 63.7 [LXX]), so that 
they seem to many people to be using some fresh [arguments], not contained in 
our previous reply to them, we now have been forced by your inquiring—you 
who are friends according to God’s love—to answer with arguments contained 
in that work but not worked out in great detail, so that you might have in addition 
to that work these refutations—which I hope are not inconsiderable—of their 
spurious insight, and that you might stand by the truth. I shall begin with these 
solutions in the order in which the objections have been raised, taking them up 
and settling them in a more-or-less dialogue form. 


1. Objection of the Acephalus: “When the Logos assumed human nature, did 
he assume it as understood generically, or as in an individual?” 

Reply of the Orthodox: “Why do you ask? Do you think the one is different 
from the other?” 

A: “Surely, since the one is found in a multitude of subjects, the other in a 
numerically single one.” 

O: “But you're not answering my question. For the question is not whether 
[his humanity] is found in a multitude or in one subject—we agree on that— 
but whether the latter is the same as the former and the former as the latter, or 
whether they are different. For finding a nature in one subject or in many makes 
the subjects in which it exists be considered many or one, but doesn't cause the 
nature to appear as one or many: as is the case, surely, with ‘the [color]white’ and 
a white object, whether the objects in which whiteness is found be one or many. 
That this is so is clear from the fact 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


272 CEMMAYZEIS TON 'YIIO SEYHPOY WPOBEBAHMENQN 


t , >? , 1, e 4 € 2 y 3 , eh 1 n” 
pucews Adyos emi te ARGOS Kal Evds 6 adbrds amodidoTaL dv yap dy 
doda@s Oyo mEpi THs ATADS Picews, odTds Got Kal emt THS ev Tive 


A rd 4 ry rf] ca A ” AA A na tA \ 4 \ 
ewpovuerns arrodoUynoerat, Kat oUTE 7rOAAas TOLEL PUGELS THY [LiaV TO «.. 


4 Va , ” é \ i nn ec rd i, 2 
toddovs Tavrys peTexety, OUTE uiav Tas TOAAGS, Ka Els TOUTWY jLETEXOL, 
se ’ . 
éav 7 6 TavTns weTéxw Ex Siapdpwv ovyKeipevos. 


AKE®, Ty rive obv dvédaBe puaw; 

OPO. Nat: dAda thy abriy obcav 7 cider. 

AKE®, Ti dé rapa radryy 7 brdoTacts; 

‘OPO. “Ori 76 peréxew abris GAAov Trovet, 00K GAAotor. 
AKE®, Odx éorw obv addos amd GAAov; 


[C] ‘OPO. Ob mavrus, Ews av pTE duootatos prTE KEXwWpLGLLEVOS F 
TOU OVPUPEGTHTOS Kal OVYKEYLevou: TATA yap ToLEl TAS UTOOTAGELS. 


AKE®, Otx Ww obv rots dwopiotixois iSidpacw 4 Tob Xpiorod | 
avOpwrdrns TOU KoLvod TO tO.ov adrod ywpilovaa; 

OPO. TTavu jev obv, GAN ob mTpos TOV Adyov totTo, aAva pos TO yeévos 
70 TOV avo purr, €& dv cwpatiKds ouvéatynKey. eel Kal adtds 6 Adyos | 
Tots apopiaTiKkots amd TOU KoLvOd THs HedryTOS iSimpaciy, ws Yids Kal 
Adyos, Kexwpiapevos, 08 TovTo.s Kal a6 THS KAT abrov avOpwndTnTos 
Kexwptorat, GAA TovUTOLs fev Grd Tod TTatpos Kai Tov IIvedparos, 
éxeivots [Dé dard ris pNTpOs Kal TOV avOpwmwr KEexwpiapevos, TOFS 
Ta&v akpwv apoptorixots ididuact THv mpos EauTdv Kovwriay TE Kat 
evwow KkaTadéxerat, doovardTyTt Lev TOV Akpwy, Erepooverdryte dé 
TOV pepay évotpervds TE Kat Statpotpevos, Kal THY Siapopay évavTing 
tois GKpots ToLovpevos—eliep emi ToUTwY pev TO TaUTOV THS ovClas 
auvanror, TO érepotov THS UrocTacEews Siatpel, évradOa bé TO ErEpotov 
THs ovalas ywpilov, 76 TAUTOV GuVaTTEL THS UTOGTAOEWS. 


[2] AKE®. AA exetvo ov dv eimai, cos 7 pev Uda TaAaLs TH Oinpyevov 
[920 A]xal kal? éaurd brdpyov SyAol, 6 bé dpiOuds, Kal padtora THs 
duddos, GAAO Tt Tapa TobTO onuaiver; Tas yap apiOuos ev tocdryTL, 
povas b€ dry drogov- ef 5€é THs povddos 76 drrogor Kal b1d TOOTO ATOMOY, : 
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that the same definition of nature is given, both for many subjects and for one: 
for the definition you give for a nature by itself you will also give for a nature 
considered in a subject, and the fact that many individuals share in it does not 
make the one nature into many; nor does it make the many into one if one 
shares in many, {that is,] if the subject which shares in it is in fact composed of 
different [natures].” 

A: “Did he assume an individual nature, then?” 

O: “Certainly, but one which is the same as the species.” 

A: “And what is the hypostasis besides this?” 

O: “Sharing in it makes [the subject] distinct (allon), not different (alloion)? 

A: “Ts it [ie. the individual nature] not, then, numerically distinct (allos apo 
allou)?” 

O: “Not completely, as long as it is neither of one essence with what coexists 
with it and is combined with it, nor is separate from it; for that is what produces 
hypostases.” 

A: “Did not the humanity of Christ distinguish what was peculiar in him 
from what was common, by its distinguishing characteristics?” 

O: “Of course, but this did not happen with regard to the Logos, but with 
regard to the class of human beings, from which he took his physical origin, 
since the Logos himself, separated as Son and Logos by distinguishing 
characteristics from the common substance of Godhead, is not separated by 
the same marks from the humanity he shares in, but being distinguished by one 
set from the Father and the Spirit, and by another set from his Mother and from 
humans, he receives through these distinguishing characteristics of the 
‘extremes’ his coherence and unity with himself, united and divided by the 
essential likeness of the ‘extremes’ and the essential difference of the ‘parts, and 
realizing the difference in a way opposite to [the way] the ‘extremes’ [do]—if 
indeed in their case, the sameness of essence unites and the difference of 
hypostasis divides, while here the difference of essence divides and the sameness 
of hypostasis unites.” 

2. A: “But wouldn't you say that the hypostasis signifies that which is distinct 
and exists by itself, while number—especially duality—means something else? 
For every number consists in quantity; only the monad, taken. by itself, is 
without quantity. But if lack of quantity, and therefore lack of divisibility, 
belongs to the monad, surely quantity and divisibility are part of the dyad and 
every number.” 
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OPO. OdKotv éredy apiOuod Kal tav wepi atrov iwydrwr 
euvnoOns, avayKatov exeivo eizretv, ws dpiOpos ditros Adyerat, 6 ev Tis 
amAds kal kal éauror, 6 dé év oxéoet Kai Tpdyuaor Pewpovpevos, Worep 
AevKov 4 Te AeuKdryns Kal 7d AcAevKacpevov. Abr? Tolvuv 7 puois Tob 
apibo0 Kal’ éaurny ove ovvarrel ovTE Siaipel, bbe yap exet UTOKELLEva, 
mpaypara GAN worep TO dvw Kal TO KaTW Tpds THY axéaw [B]Aéyerau 
tov dvaBaivovros 7 KataBaivovros, atro dé azoAdTws Aeyopevov od8’ 
OmoTEpov €oTL OTL Kal aupdorepa OéxETaL, Kal dyw per Ws mpos TO KATw, 
Katw de ds mpos TO avw A€yerat, apopilerar b€ TH TOD avidvTOS Kai 
KOTEPXOLEVOV OXETEL, OUTWS Kal 6 ApLOjLds AUTOS Ka’ EauTOV OTE StaLpeEr 
ovre auvarret, GANduporepa SéyeTat TH 70d ayxécet, olov 7 duds, 7 
retpas, kal €€7s. Hi ev yap ras wovddas avras Dewpeis &€ dv ouvéarnKer, 
eis Tavras Siapetrar ei d€ tiv dudda TovTwY oKoTels, ex ToUTWY 
ovvanrerat, Avo yap Kal duo, ei TUyot, eis Téecoapa cuvrTiMerat, Ta Se 
réacapa <is dv0 Kal dvo Siatpetrau wate mavTos GAnOéoTepov THY PUow 
Tod apiO.od pndev apwpiopevoy eye, unre TO Senpyevov prjre To 
nvwpevor, ev d€ TH TOV mpayudrwr émimdoKH Kai avvOécer TotrTo 
bploracbat. 

[C] ’Araidevrov ody 76 rH pice: TOO dpiOpod dvayKaiws TH Siaipeow 
Tay mpayparwy émecbar vowobereiv, GdAa pr) TH TOY Tpaypdatwy 
Hvwpervwy Te 7 Sinpnucvwr pioer tov apiOuov onpetov rroreiobar 
dyAwriKdy Tob mood Tay bTroKE Lever, GAA Adyou Kal od TOD dpiOuob 
raira. Statpobvrds Te Kal cuvarrovros: iva jun A€yw Ori Kal adTHY THY 
Tov aptOwod pia mpds 7d TOGO” of wept TadTa avayovTes, TOD TOGO 
pac. To pev elvar ouvexes, TO de Sinpyuevor, Kal 7d wev e& €xovtwv Déarr, 
70 be otk €& exdvTwr: dé€xa yap myxes Aéyopev TOD Guvexods, ei TKYOL, 
EvAov, ov auvdtarpobvTes TH G.piOp@ kal thy EvdryTa TH ev TO OeKaTHYEL 
EvAw: Kal madAw deka podiovs Adyovres, év Siaipécer TovTous [D] 
emoTdpeba. ovtws ovv Kal emi Tay érépwv exer mpayydtwr. Hi pev 
apibuos piccow eripytoOh, ot 70 Toadv adrav mponyoupevws, dAAa TO 
Erepoyeves mapiornow. Immou yap Kal avOparov Kal Boos Tpets Aéyovres 
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O: “Well, since you bring up number and its characteristics, we must say 
this: that number is understood in two ways, one as taken simply and in itself, 
the other as considered in relationship and in things, as ‘white’ is understood to 
mean both whiteness and that which is made white. Now the nature of number, 
by itself, neither joins nor divides, nor does it have concrete subjects; but as ‘up’ 
and ‘down are said of the relationship of what goes up or down—but the thing 
itself, considered absolutely, is neither, because it admits of both, and it is said to 
be up with respect to what is down and down with respect to what is up, and is 
distinguished by the relationship of ‘going above’ or ‘coming below—so 
number, too, taken by itself, neither divides nor unites, but admits of both in a 
specified kind of relationship, as in the case of the dyad, the triad, and so on. For 
if you consider the units themselves of which they are composed, it is divided 
into those units; but if you look at the whole they comprise, then it is joined 
together from them. Two and two, for instance, are joined together into four, 
but four is divided up into two and two. So that the truest position is to say that 
the nature of number has nothing definite about it, neither division nor unity, 
but that this consists in the interweaving and combination of things. 


“It is a sign of ignorance, therefore, to insist that the division of concrete 
things necessarily follows from the nature of number, rather than to let number 
be a sign indicating the quantity of subjects, based on the nature of the things 
united or divided, with some other factor—not number—dividing and uniting 
them. And I shall not even add that those experts who reduce the very nature of 
number to quantity say that quantity includes both the continuous and the 
discrete, both in things which have location and in things which do not. For we 
predicate ten cubits, for example, of a continuous piece of wood, and do not 
divide the unity in the ten-cubit piece of wood along with the number. Again, 
when we speak of ten bushels (modii), we understand these to consist of discrete 
objects. And so it is with other things. Now if number is ascribed to natures, it 
does not primarily signify their quantity, but their diversity. For when we say 
that the natures of horse, man, and ox are three, 
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puoes, ov TO Sinpynyevov avT@v Kara To Toddv, AAAG TO TapynAAaypevor 
Kata TO €ldos onpaivoper: tpeis S€ avOpwrous, ei tUxoL, Ilérpov Kai 
Tlatiov kai Twavunv,7o dinpnpéevov abra@v waAdov Kal 6Tt ToGOvTOL OdTOL 
TraproT@mev. olde “Qomep eri THs ayias Tpiddos tpeis pev brrooTdoceis 
duoroyobdpmev, ptav de rodTwv pow Kal ovoiav KatayyeAAopmer, ov 
OmoTéepay jxev TOUTWY AvovGLOV YWWOKOVTES, Ov jury Kal apLOj.ov [1921 A] 
apopioTiKov ToddTHTOS ovo emipyuilovTes, ED EiddTES TO ETEpoovaLoY 
tatty ovvayecbau: 6 51) Kal of Aperavol cvvarabopevot, Tails brooTaceaw, 
évovaiots ovoais, Tas ovaias éerepnutlov, tatty TO €éTEpoovo.oy 
ovuprAdxovres. OUTw 57) Kal emi THs oiKovoptas S¥o AéyovTes Tas Pvoers, 
TO ETEPOELOES AUTAY, OV TO KEXWpLOLEvOY, SNAoDMED. ExBAAAOVTES adTar, 
€i Kal [47) Elev avuTOaTaTol, TOV THY UrooTacewy apiOwov, WameEp Kel TOV 
T@V ovowwv—Kav pnd dmoTépa UmdaTacts TO avovaLOY, WomTEp OvdE 
évravda To avuTrdararor, cxewv WmoAdynrat- €b udAa ElddrTeEs OTL OVE Err! 
TaY UrooTacel Kal OvalA KEXwWpLOpLevwY—oloV TODDE TOD iT7TOU Kal TODSE 
tod Boos Kal Tovde Tob avOpemov—1 piars TO Sunpynyevov, aGAAd 7d 
Suapopov, WaTep Kal 7) UrdcTacis TO Sunpypevov, GAN [Blov ro ti Tod 
broKkesevov, Kupiws eupaiver, el mod ye emi trav pn Kal? éavta 
eupawouevwy adn’ dua re al év dAAnAots OvTwy TE Kal yLvomEevWY 7 
guois ov TO Kexwpiopevor, GAAGa Td Siapopov SyAwoeL, ciTe Em THs 
Beodoyias, etre emi THs oiKovopias, ele emi maVvTOS TpayLaTos. 


[3] AKE®. Opodoyoupevws ev 7) brdoTaGts Kal H ovata HToL puats 
emt THs Jeodoyias odK EoTt TadTOV emi évTOL THS CiKOVvouias TAadTOV 
aAAjAos eiciv. Ei yap tas pioeis exatvoTdunoev TO Kawvorrperres TOD 
pvoTnpiov, Kata Tov Detov Ipyydpiov, Kavorounoer olwar Kai Tas 
mpoonyopias, ws kar’ abrov dauporépors epappolevy Tov Jarépou Adyov 
TE Kal Gpov. 

[C] "OPO. Todro dé obK of6a Trolav dvolas brepBoAry ody Urepaiper. 
Oi yap Gpo. Tav mpayparwr ovvwripws KaTyyopodvTal KaTd TE TAV 
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Ei yap obotav amdds opilopevon, elrroev THv Tivos Urapéw SnAoby, wav 
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we mean not that they are quantitatively distinct, so much as that they are 
different in form; but if we speak of three men—Peter, Paul, and John, let us 
say—we signify rather their distinctness, and mean that these particular 
individuals are so many in number. 

“So in the holy Trinity we confess three hypostases, but proclaim one nature 
and substance of them, not considering any of them to be insubstantial, nor 
indeed predicating a number that distinguishes a quantity of substances, since we 
are well aware that in this way diversity of substance would be introduced. The 
Arians recognized this too, and used the term ‘substance’ for substantial 
hypostases, thus implying difference in substance. So, too, in the Incarnation we 
speak of two natures, and signify thereby that they are formally different, not 
separate; we do not, in their case, speak of a number of hypostases, even though 
the natures are not anhypostatic, just as in the case of the Trinity [we exclude] 
number of substances: no hypostasis there is confessed to be insubstantial, just as 
here neither [substance] is anhypostatic. We are fully aware that not even in the 
case of individuals which are separate in both hypostasis and nature—such as: 
this particular horse, this particular ox, and this particular man—does nature 
signify separateness, but always difference, just as hypostasis signifies the 
separateness of the subject, but not what the subject is. The point is, in things 
which are not referred to by themselves, but which exist and grow along with and 
in each other, nature does not indicate that which is distinct, but that which is 
different, whether in the case of the Trinity, or the Incarnation, or anything at all.” 

3. A: “Admittedly hypostasis and essence or nature are not the same thing in 
reference to the Trinity; but in reference to the Incarnation they are the same as 
each other. For if the new aspect of the mystery has made the natures into 
something new, as the holy Gregory says, I think it will make new nomenclature 
for them as well, so that according to him the name and definition of each will 
fit both.” 

O: “I can’t think of any excess of ignorance which that will not outdo! For 
the definition of things is predicated in the same way of what belongs to the 
same genus or the same species, as experts in such things can show. For if, in 
defining simply the word ‘substance; we should say it signifies the [actual] 
existence of a thing, everything 
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TO KoLWwvodV THS ovaias TOU dvOwaTos Kal TOD GpoU KoLWWYHGEL, Kav 
puplos 7} Tv ovaiwv Suapopa: drdapyeww yap payer ovctay Kal Ocdv Kal 
ayyedov Kal dvOpwrov Kal (Gov Kal purov, Kal Kowd@s Errt TAaVTWV 6 THs 
ovaias amrodidorat Adyos, To bra pyew TOUTWY SnADy, od 70 TL abrayv 7 7d 
Tas: Tabra yap ot idvor ExdoTou TpadyjLaTos Opor cuveupaivovory. Or: dé 
tobro ovTws éxet, SyAotow ai Katnyopia, Kata Tav vm adAnra 
TETAYMEVWY YEeVaV GuVWYUELWS KaTHYyopovmevat. Karnyopovvra: d€ Kat 
7a. yevn [D] kal al daqopal Kara Tay ciddv Kal Kata TOV aTOuwr: duolws 
yap THs ovaias perexovor Kai Tob Cwov, Tod Te Evowparou Kal Tov 
dowparov, tod te AoyiKod Kal Tod aAdyou, Tod re aicbyrod Kai Tod 
vontod, Kal obxt TOU wev GAXov, Tod B€ Hrrov, AN djoiws Kal KoWas Kal 
70 OAoveiTreiy 6protiK@s. Kal dAdAws duaBeBAnrarmapa tots arodetKTLKOIs 
Adyos 4 SidAAnAos Kadovpevn amdderéis- Guorov yap TL moved TH 
arropaivouevw, eita waptupa Tod Adyou abtos EauTov Tpoisxouevw, Kat 
70 a€vomiorov OTL “avTos epa” exew KeAedovTt. 
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enpaivova., ody ovTw de Kal éml THs oikovopuias exerv apudle. To yap 
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which shares in the name of substance will also share in this definition, even if 
there is an enormous difference between the substances themselves. For we say 
God, angels, man, animal, and vegetable exist as substances, and the term 
‘substance’ is applied commonly to all, but the ‘existence’ of these things signifies 
not the nature of them or the manner [of their existence]; for the particular 
definitions of each thing go on to indicate those aspects. The categories, which 
are predicated in the same sense of the genera subordinated to each other, make 
it clear that this is so. Both genera and differences, too, are predicated of species 
and of individuals; for they are applied in the same way to substance and to 
living beings, both corporeal and incorporeal, rational and non-rational, 
perceptible and intelligible, and not more to one and less to the other, but in the 
same way, equally, and—to put it in a word—by definition. Circular definition, 
as it is called, is refuted by the manuals of logical demonstration as another 
instance of this; for it operates like someone who declares something, then puts 
himself forth as witness for his own argument, and insists that it is credible 
because he said it! 

“Tf, then, the proofs about both the life-giving and holy Trinity and about the 
great Incarnation of God the Word, one of the Trinity, were not produced by the 
Fathers—and are not still produced—from universal terms and definitions of 
substance and hypostasis, or person and nature, then our discussion is a 
reduction to absurdity rather than a demonstration, For let someone explain 
why hypostasis and substance, or nature and person, when used to refer to the 
Trinity, define and explain what is common and what is proper, while this is not 
equally appropriate in the case of the Incarnation. 

“For to say that because of the newness of the mystery these things are 
defined one way for the Trinity and another way for the Incarnation sounds, 
first of all, as if one is unaware that God himself is the most mysterious of all 
mysteries, concealed even from the holy seraphim; and it is towards him, as the 
great Gregory said, that the mysteries we share in here are pointed. All language 
ought in justice to be silent in his regard, all intellectual movement ought to 
cease, as it passes over to that which is above language and thought. And the 
mystery of the secrets of God, which has been revealed, is as much clearer 
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€oTiw éupavearepov, Kal’ Goov av eis TO eupaves THs PUcews TO UmEep 
guow poco. Apa dé dvos 6 Tis broaTdcews Kal ovalas Gpos emi Tis 
oikovomias KatvOTOMEITAL, 7 Kal TAA Pwr) KAL TEV OVOUG TE Kal pHa; 
Kai ris 4 drroxAjpwats rovrov, kal xn mavtwr; “AAN ovK Eat €xov 
gtatv TOUTS ye: Kal did TODTO OvdE Adyov,’ Ws 6 péyas Epn Bacideuos. 

[C] AKE®. ‘Emi pev ris Peodoyias ravres cuppovws of Ilatépes capas 
bmdaract ovoias dapper, Hyouv mpdcwroy picews, TH avT@ Adyw 
amepnvavTo @ TO Lotov TOU KoLVOD Suevyvoyer: emt Dé THs evavOpwrajcews 
ovKert avTois 6 Kavwv ovTOS TEPUAaKTaL, AAG TAs UOOTAOELS TOAAGKIS 
dvtl té&v ptoewr, Kat eumadw ras gioes dvtl t&v brooTtdcewy 
TraparapBavouawy, Ws TAUTY TO TAUTOV auporepwv mapiaracba.‘O Te yap 
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otdev Kadetv ta TOD avOpwrrov jrépyn, TOV e€w Kal TOV Eow dvOpeTor- 
ovTwot Aéywy ov yay TOV TOU GAoV avOpesrrou Gpov KaTa TOD LEpous TLHEis, 
éxdrepov be 


4-5 adn’ ov ... Adyou: Basilius, Adv. Eunomium I, 6 (PG 29, 521 C2-3) 12 et ris... 
broardoers: Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Ep. 3 ad Nestorium, Anathema 3 (ACO I, 1, 1, 40, 1.28; 
PG 77, 120 C6-10) 13 dovyyvTo ... broordoets: Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Scholia 11 
(ed. P. Pusey, 520, IL 3-4; PG 75, 1381 A15-B1) 14 mpdowra ... Sucyupiferan cf. 
Ps,-Athanasius, Contra Apollinarem II, 2 (PG 26, 1133 C6-7); ibid. Il, 10 (1148 C11-13) 


VO 1 éxpavéorepov O 3 kal? om. O 4-5 ptow ante éyov transp. O 
12 pakdpios: péeyas O 14 d8o0 = cfvat «=ante «em! )§=6OXpiorod Ss ttransp, ~O 
22 perayerpilovras: xerpiCovra O 23 robrovO ~— revs: etos O 


Epilyseis 281 


than that of the Trinity as the supernatural lies beyond the clarity of nature. 
Is it only the definition of hypostasis and substance, after all, which is given 
new meaning in the Incarnation? Is it not every word and every name and 
every expression? Why is there absurdity here and not everywhere? ‘But 
that is naturally impossible; as the great Basil said, ‘and therefore it is also 
unreasonable.” 

A: “As far as the Trinity is concerned, all the Fathers unanimously have 
declared that hypostasis clearly differs from substance, or person from nature, 
in the same way that the particular differs from the general; but in the case of 
the Incarnation this rule is not observed by them, but they often speak of 
hypostases instead of natures, and conversely of natures instead of hypostases, 
as if in this way to present the equivalence of both. The blessed Cyril, after all, 
says: If anyone divide the hypostases ...; and later: “The natures, or hypostases, 
remain unmixed’ And the great man whose very name means Immortal 
[Athanasius] asserts confidently that there are two persons in Christ. The 
Fathers would not have done this unless they knew that the definitions of these 
terms had been newly formed in the Incarnation.” 

O: “I would not say, myself, that the definitions of these terms had been 
changed, but rather that they used these terms, in my opinion, for different 
things. For the use of terms, which happens in many stylistic ways, is one thing, 
and what is signified by them principally and by definition is another; after all, 
the holy Scriptures, the holy Fathers and customary speech handle words by 
metaphor and ambiguity and inversion and other rhetorical figures, but don’t 
give a common definition of these words when they do this. Surely the great 
Apostle can call the parts of the human being ‘men’—the ‘outer’ and the ‘inner 
man’—but in speaking this way he is surely not predicating the terms for the 
whole man of the part, but rather is referring to each part 
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by the title of the whole, just as he likes, conversely, to call the whole by [the 
name of] the part. And it is the same in the other holy Scriptures, as everybody 
knows, So we know that in the same way it was customary for the Fathers to call 
each nature a hypostasis or a persona, not only with regard to the Incarnation 
but also with regard to the Trinity, just as some of them said that the human 
person himself is composed from two hypostases; but we know they do not say 
that nature shares in the definition of hypostasis or person. And since all of 
them define the Lord as ‘one and the same, they deny that there are two 
individuals [‘one and another’] in him; that is proper to the hypostasis, strictly 
speaking. They are taking nature here as sharing the name but not the definition 
of hypostasis. When, then, our language proceeds through names [like these] 
simply and freely, nothing prevents it from using the names without precise 
distinctions; but when there is a struggle and a discussion about doctrine, then 
we must refrain from using verbal ambiguities, and take the proper meanings 
from the definitions themselves, so that the precision of the things themselves 
may not be damaged by the imprecision of words.” 

4, A: “Simple things are not composite, and therefore the nature of a 
composite being does not admit of the definition of simplicity. If this is so, it is 
an impertinence against those who speak of ‘one composite nature’ of Christ 
to think, as some do, that they mean it is simple and non-composite.” 

O: “The nature of the composite being is not the same as the nature of what 
is compounded. Just as the nature of a bond is not the same as the nature of the 
things bound together, but the nature of the bond is one thing—called a ‘male’ 
or ‘female’ connection, for instance—while the nature of the bound pieces of 
wood, let us say, or of the vessels, which are tied together by the bond, is 
something else, so the nature of the composite and of union is not the same as 
the nature of what is compounded and united. For composition and union are 
either relational or essential, and [union] by juxtaposition or mixture or 
accumulation or harmony or adhesion or confusion or blending or whatever 
other different types of union there are said to be, present to us different natures 
that are being referred to by the one specific term: union. But the nature of the 
things that are united or compounded, or that allow themselves to exist along 
with each other in whatever way, also admits of another definition—that of the 
things themselves; and this is peculiar to each of the united objects, unless they 
have undergone confusion. 
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“What, then, do you mean by saying, ‘one nature of Christ, and that a 
composite one’? It must mean either [the nature] of the composition, or of the 
objects compounded, or of the product of both. But if the composition is what 
you mean by this ‘one nature of Christ; you will be giving the definition of 
union, not of what is united. And if [you mean the nature] of the objects 
compounded into the whole Christ, there will be two of those, not one, since 
neither of them changes and is transformed to the nature and peculiar quality 
of what is joined to it, but preserves, even in union, the difference between 
them, And if [you mean] the product it is most appropriate that this be—and 
that you call it—the hypostasis rather than the nature of Christ, since the nature 
of Christ cannot be of one nature with the nature of the Father in the same way 
as it is one with the nature of his mother, nor in the same way [one] with the 
nature of his mother as it is with the nature of the Father. How then do you 
speak of ‘one nature of Christ, and that a composite one, if the term ‘Christ’ 
does not signify a nature, but a hypostasis, in association with (peri) which the 
natures are observed, and in which the persona is defined? How shall we get 
around this—the really novel product of this newfangled wisdom?” 

5. A: “All unique objects, we say, which have an identifiable nature, are also 
said to be ‘one nature’: as the sun is one, and heaven one, and therefore there is 
one nature of the sun and the heaven, and so forth” 

O: “But don’t you know, my friend, that the nature of the sun is the same as 
that of the stars? And that heaven is the same as the other heavens? Light and 
air and water, and mixtures of them, have their common element in such and 
such a nature, but their being this or that individual is signified by the particular, 
determined definition of the hypostasis. For if you define heaven as the rounded 
outer surface of all things, or the common limit of intelligible and perceptible 
things, you have not expressed its essence, but its hypostasis; and if [you say 
that] the sun isa star that shines by day, or the star that holds the middle position 
among the planets, again you haye expressed the hypostasis of the sun, but not 
its nature. For the nature of every hypostasis is understood to be given in the 
common definition, such as its being fiery, or airy, or earthy or watery, or 
rational, or non-rational, or living, or non-living, or perceptible, or intelligible. 
These essential qualities express the nature of the subject; the added note, which 
marks off each thing individually, characterizes the hypostasis of a thing. It is 
false, then, to suppose that each single object 
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also has a singular nature; on the contrary, it has a common nature, according 
to its common species, and a proper hypostasis, which distinguishes what is 
proper in it from what is common by defining marks and characteristics. For 
just as ‘Paul and ‘Peter’ are not names of a nature but of a hypostasis, so ‘sun’ and 
‘moon and ‘morning star’ and ‘heaven’ and [the name of] this particular bird or 
earthly or watery thing, distinguish and separate [each of them] as a particular 
such-and-such from the common substance by the individual note of the 
hypostasis.” 

6. A: “We know that many people have rejected certain sayings of the 
previous inspired Fathers, both those before the Council of Nicaea and those 
after it, because heresies have misused some of their ideas and phrases. For this 
reason, we know that the blessed Cyril did not use some patristic expressions, 
especially that of ‘two natures, since Nestorius took them in a topsy-turvy way 
to express division, and abused the authority of the ancients. So we too now, 
out of caution, define Christ as existing from two natures, but not in two 
natures.’ 


O: “This is neither an honest nor an opportune excuse, but your scruple is 
really wholly unscrupulous, if because of the monstrous fact that people have 
misused the phrases of the theologians you reject the expression of these 
inspired men. For heretics misuse not only the writings of the Fathers, but those 
of the Scriptures, too, as it pleases them. Indeed, according to your rule, we 
would have to imitate Marcion’s daring and cross out many expressions in the 
Scriptures. But it is not legitimate to do this, either with the holy Scripture, or 
with the glorious Fathers, but one must hold on to what is most appropriate 
both in their thoughts and in their sacred words, and purge away the 
misinterpretations of heretics, and show that the Fathers have taken certain 
ideas one way, and heretics the same ideas in another, After all, every expression 
admits of opposite turns and misinterpretations. So we find even the great 
Athanasius making excuses for Dionysius [of Alexandria], and the blessed 
Cyril himself not simply rejecting phrases out of hand, but adding ‘as it seems 
to Nestorius—and not only this, but in many, nay, in all his works, also 
confessing the two natures. And if this always holds good: that subsequent 
generations 
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may reject some of the expressions of the great men before them, then we too 
may reject that of ‘one nature made flesh; since Eutyches and his followers 
misused it. But if we do not reject it, then they should accept the formula ‘in two 
natures. For if the business of heresy stopped at the time of blessed Cyril, and 
that most notorious of all heretics, Eutyches, had not been found out, then 
perhaps you would be right; but if there have been heretics after him, too, then 
let it be in the authority of later generations to say again, because of heresy on 
the subject, what some of our ancestors, as you point out, did not feel compelled 
to say, and especially to do this when these phrases have been defined by synods. 
For the solution of every difficulty which is disputed between two parties is, 
according to the Church's canon, the judgment of a synod. He who fights against 
these decisions is thereby stirring up resistance not simply to certain persons, 
but to all of Christendom. We cannot be accused of that, since we love the truth 
above contentiousness.” 

7. A: “We, too, recognize [two] natures on the purely conceptual level; but 
once we unite them, then we say that from then on both are, and should be 
called, one nature, and that a composite one. For by the same argument with 
which you accept [separate] hypostases on the conceptual level, and then, when 
you unite them, compound them into one hypostasis, so for us when the natures 
are compounded—without confusion—into one nature, they avoid division 
and display union. But if we are accused of confusion because of the compound 
nature, then you, too, do not escape this accusation, because of the hypostasis 
which is not simple. For by the same arguments with which you bring the 
hypostases into one hypostasis, yet show them to be unchanged, we are able to 
compound the natures into [one] nature, and still to preserve what has been 
united unchanged in this kind of synthesis.’ 

O: “The Fathers and true reasoning have shown that there are two kinds of 
conception: one is a sort of additional thought or reflection, 
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which explains [unfolds] and clarifies the general, unarticulated insight and 
knowledge, as when one shows, by the busy work of the mind, that what 
seems to our perception to be simple is manifold and full of variety; the 
other is the creation of thought, which weaves together perception and 
imagination to produce, from real beings, what has never been and suppose 
them to exist—such is the fabrication of hippocentaurs and sirens and such 
things. For it takes the parts of whole beings, and from the parts puts together 
something else; with much freedom and facility it molds in thought and words 
what is never seen in hypostasis and essence, and then combines them with 
material form in a mental image. 

“By which consideration, then, my friend, of these kinds of conception do 
you understand the two natures? Ifby the first, then you will be defining Christ 
as a collection of propositions rather than a convergence of natures; for this is 
the kind of nature possessed by objects of purely conceptual contemplation. 
But if you understand them in the second way, you have filled your reasoning 
with neither things nor propositions, but with false and empty fiction, and such 
thinking differs not at all, really, from idolatry. After all, our inspired Fathers did 
not define the natures to exist only on the conceptual level, but understood the 
division between them according to the first kind of conceptualization. For 
when natures, they say, differ in conception, the names also are distinguished, 
so that what is said to be [different] on the conceptual level is called this, in 
distinction to actual division. Rejecting this completely, they showed that the 
natures exist in actuality and are called such, but the division between them 
they understood as purely conceptual, understanding that things which are not 
separate actually can be separate rationally, because of the unchangeable 
difference and peculiarity of what is united, even after the union. 

“How then, can you recognize the [two] natures ‘purely on the conceptual 
level; when they are recognized also in actuality? How, too, can you accept them 
conceptually yet not preserve them in concept, but rather blend and confuse 
them in some way or other—conceptually or 
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actually—into one nature, even though our way of conceiving both of things 
which exist and of non-existent things, recognizes and acknowledges these 
things [as distinct] after their connection and union? Even when a confusion 
has taken place between them, the conceptual process can recognize and 
distinguish the elements from which it comes. But to recognize the natures 
‘purely on the conceptual level is to make them non-existent and non-essential, 
or else confused and obliterated; and to fail to attribute this [distinction] to 
them even after the union, shows them to be even less substantial than the ideas 
of them, and more corrupted than things which have been confused. 

“But where and from whom do you have the idea of compounding Christ 
from [two] hypostases, since—as we have said before—hypostases signify what 
is separate and exists by itself? When did you recognize the natures as separate 
and existing by themselves, so that when you joined them you could offer the 
opinion that he exists ‘from [two] hypostases’? For it is not right to say this 
before the union, if you do not dare to say that the man was created first, and 
then put on God. Nor is it reverent to identify what is conceptually different 
with what is actually different; for not all that is predicated of the concept as 
concept can automatically be predicated of the real things (pragmata) that 
underlie concepts. And therefore while actual distinction contains and posits 
hypostases, conceptual distinction does not admit of a number of hypostases. 
For just as what is said to be conceptually ‘greater’ in the case of the Father and 
the Son, by the nature of cause, does not imply that one is greater than the other 
by nature, so what is conceptually distinguishable will never imply actual 
distinguishability, and therefore does not imply hypostases, 

“What very solemn person, who holds laughter in ridicule, will not burst out 
in broad laughter at you—or rather will not wrap himself in gloomy grief and 
deep night—when he thinks of such illogicality as yours, over and above your 
impiety? For what exists together in nature and time does not admit of ‘before’ 
and ‘after’; and if the blessed Cyril does not speak of ‘after the union’ in this 
sense, are you not ashamed to say such a thing? Do not union and the united 
belong to things that exist together, when they [= the things] are understood 
not just as objects, but as united objects? And where does that one element—I 
mean, the humanity— 
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exist before the union, so that you can speculate about what happens after it? 
And when does the union which has come into being cease, so that the product 
of it can be supposed to exist as something else, not in it, but after it and 
alongside the elements from which it exists? For union is not like the nature of 
things that were and are no longer, as they say time is. Who has brought it 
[union] to an end? And why? This word ‘after’ ought to be examined, to see if it 
doesn't begin from union and pass over into confusion! This is what you really 
want to say, and are in labor [to say it], but you cannot endure giving birth to the 
burden of your minds—I don’t know whether this is because of its unbearable 
impiety or the inescapable prospect of refutation. For it is true that what it is 
impious to say, is also impious to think, but what is right to say, is also holy to 
think; or rather, to think reverent thoughts is justifying, but to proclaim them is 
saving, according to the divine Apostle [Rom. 10.10]. 

“Since we, however, advocate a union not of hypostases but of natures, how 
can you infer something we do not concede, as if we conceded it? What freedom 
of speech you have, saying that confusion and the absence of confusion lead to 
the same final product! For if, according to them, the absence of confusion still 
makes two natures one, and confusion manages to do the same thing, let them 
explain what the difference is between confusion and the unconfused. They are 
doing something similar to Nestorius’s ‘persons’ and ‘hypostases’: they suppose 
them to be divided, and then claim they are not dividing them. For what else 
would one do who divides in actuality? If the [two] hypostases do not introduce 
division, according to the Nestorians, nor the one nature confusion, according to 
our friends here, then let someone explain what the difference is between the 
product of division or confusion, and what the person who joins without 
confusing and preserves the identity of each side without dividing would 
reverently conclude. How can they reject the two natures—since any duality, in 
their eyes, brings in division—and yet not refuse to speak of two peculiarities 
(idiotétas)? And why do they propose the ‘one nature made flesh’ formula against 
those who speak of two natures, as if they were saying something different, even 
opposite—since, according to logical necessity, both sides of a contradiction can 
never be true at the same time? Either this means the same as ‘two [natures], and 
your whole campaign against this language is a waste of time, 
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or else it is not the same, but you understand ‘one here as contradicting ‘two — 
and then the term ‘made flesh’ is added without meaning. Or if this means it is 
neither one simply nor two united, yet there is nothing midway between one 
and two, then consider what is left: surely two-thirds, or a half, or a third, or 
whatever other fractional number between one and two is supposed, is for you 
what the additional word ‘made flesh’ means; and surely division will follow, if 
in addition to the one [nature] you suppose something else along with it. 


“But enough of this. How and by what means the Fathers understood 
that the Word of God and his humanity remained perfect and undiminished, 
their essences but not their hypostases converged in unity, though neither 
was non-hypostatic, has already been demonstrated fully, with God's help, in 
the first chapter of our above discussion and in what follows it, and also in 
the first section of our former work Against the Opposed Docetists [= CNE]. 
We refuse to argue through this again, and to roll out the same points over 
and over.” 

8. A: “Since the composition of all beings, even of ourselves, consists of the 
common and the particular, as is obvious to everyone—for we all share in the 
common element of essence, and by the particular note of the hypostasis we are 
what we are said to be—what is missing from the common or particular 
elements in each nature which are understood to be united in Christ? If nothing 
is lacking, it is no more true to speak of a union of natures than of a union of 
hypostases. What follows from this? We must either speak of two natures and 
two hypostases after the union, or else, rejecting the number of hypostases, we 
must, by the equality of a fair exchange, also yield to those who say that one 
nature has come from the natures because of the union. And if those who say 
this are accused of confusing [the natures], why shouldn't those who speak of 
one hypostasis from the [two] hypostases also be justly accused of confusing 
the hypostases?” 

O: “You fail to realize, my wise friends, that the definition of nature is one 
thing, and the structure of the Incarnation another. Therefore you make 
speeches, on the one side, about things that are completely divisible, separating 
natures with hypostases, and on the other side you teach that one nature of flesh 
and divinity has grown out of [two] confused wholes. Now if there was ‘a time 
when these were not united, one might regard them in this way 
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TavTn Kexwpiopeva: ef b€ atvdpojov TH brdplet THs avOpwmdtyTos TOD 
Ocod Adyou topev TH Evwawy, Tas TA wnd€mrOTE GAA}AWY KexwpLoLEeva, 
Tov Tov mdavTy Statperav brode€erat Adyov; Emivola pev ody Tadra Kat 
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as wholly separate; but if we know that the unity with God the Word is 
simultaneous with the very existence of his humanity, how can what never have 
been separated from each other receive the label of ‘wholly separable’? One 
might divide them conceptually and verbally, but not empirically or in actuality, 
and {one could do] this after the union, not before they were joined. For in 
general it, is illegitimate to understand division before union, indeed before 
the existence of either element it is impossible, since one cannot speak of 
deprivation before possession, or—even less—of possession before [the 
existence of] the objects in which it is encountered. For these things are not 
asserted simply, but in relationships and with a temporal and circumstantial 
context: first [one recognizes] that something exists which can admit of 
deprivation, then [one sees] whether it has experienced the deprivation at a 
time when it could have had [the thing], then whether [it has experienced this] 
in the place and in the way in which it would normally have had it; for one has 
not suffered deprivation simply through not having something, but only if one, 
let us say, is naturally suited to fly, at this particular time (for one cannot fly 
before one is fitted out with wings) and in the normal way (for one cannot do it 
without the necessary requirements) and in this particular place (for one 
normally flies in the air, not in water). It is the same, then, with division. It is not 
conceived prior to the objects in which it is observed, nor prior to union itself, 
but when the objects [exist] and after their union and in the proper way—that 
is, conceptually, not actually; for the humanity (of Christ] is not divided in 
actuality from the divinity to which it has been joined. And division on the 
conceptual level, which is not prior to the objects or to their union but is 
observed in them because something remains unchanged, never has the same 
consequences as division on the actual level (since in that case the conceptually 
divisible would be the same as the actually divisible, which is nonsense). But 
conceptual division would not be possible at all, if the objects being conceived 
did not exist in actuality, albeit together and in the same subject. 

“If, then, one looks at the objects united in the category of union, one will see 
that the complete elements which are assumed for the constitution of a thing 
remain complete, and become the parts of the whole which these parts produce, 
so that first one conceives of the things, then of their conjunction, and then of 
their conceptual distinction. For since the mind cannot perceive all three 
together, it apprehends as parts 
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what exists as one. Therefore we consider our argument to hold true in the 
manner of union, but not in the structure of nature: not because these two— 
namely, nature and union—are opposites, but because they are different yet 
concerned with the same individual and belonging to the same individual, 
yet not identical, nor having a common significance. They [i.e., the opponents 
of two-nature language] agree about this themselves: for their ‘one nature from 
two’ is said to be one because of union, even if they do not understand the 
confusion that follows on it. 

“They themselves admit that there is something incommunicable in the 
union, which lies in the structure of the greatness of the divine nature, since 
[otherwise] there would be no condescension of divine love for man, but the 
joining of the highest being with what is lowly would simply be natural. And 
who is so imperceptive of the divine majesty, or so unaware of human lowliness, 
as to think that these things, by a natural attraction for each other, admit of a 
mutual sharing and union when in their reality they are unmixed? I am so far 
from saying that God the Word is united to our [manhood] by the law of nature, 
that I am not even prepared to say that the union of the human soul with its 
own body is experienced naturally, apart from the divine power. And why do I 
speak of the soul of man? Since I would not say that even the mixing and 
blending of the elements happens simply this way, purely by nature, but these 
things are brought to order and harmony by the divine Word, which is stronger 
than nature. Since, then, the mode of union rather than the structure of nature 
contains the great mystery of religion, we are free from having to investigate the 
nature of what is united and what is fully realized in them—for that is not part 
of the present question: the former belongs to our understanding of God, the 
latter to the contemplation of nature; the former is more properly investigated 
in controversy with the Arians, the latter against those who completely deny 
that he assumed our nature; the former explains how he is related to the Father, 
the latter how what is ours in him is related to us; but neither explains how 
his parts are related to him. So let us investigate the mode of union and the 
product of it. 
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““Three overarching ways’ have been established of looking at the unity of 
natures in Christ: the way of division, the way of confusion, and the way 
properly called unitive. “The [first] two have been the games of heretics—let 
them play with them! So St Gregory before us (Or. 29.2) showed them up well 
for what they are. For the way of division is a theory of unity by relation, which 
does not join the natures together from the start but leaves the [two] realities 
separate from each other, nor does it ascribe to them, or allow them to exchange, 
any common or particular qualities; in consequence, it defines [here] two 
species completely separate from each other, except insofar as it tries to cover 
up the separateness of the natures with [talk of] honor and intention and 

sameness of will, and so dupes the ignorant. The diametric opposite to this, the 
way of confusion, obliterates and confuses everything, and makes in its 
_ imagination a single, bastard thing, not preserving purely in either of the united 
elements what is proper to it, but allowing this to become that and that this, so 
that it is neither this nor that. For anything which comes from confusion is 
- obviously a bastard, having no element that remains pure and established in its 
own stable peculiarity. The middle way between these, unconfused and 
_ inseparable union, recognizes that the things united remain undiminished in 
their own individual characters, because they are unchangeable; but it holds 
them to be common, and to belong to one subject, because of that same union 
_ of essences, So that what is properly characteristic of each is common to the 
_ whole, and what belongs to the whole is common to each, 
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because of the unconfused peculiarity of the same whole in each. For there 
would not be an exchange of characteristics, if the peculiar character of each 
did not remain undisturbed, even in union. 

“This, then, is the kind of union [we are speaking of]: more unitive than the 
kind that completely divides, but richer than the kind that completely confuses, 
so that it neither makes the elements that are united completely the same as 
each other, nor wholly other. If, then, union of this kind shows its product to be 
neither wholly the same nor wholly different, we must investigate how it is the 
same, and how different. The word of truth acknowledges the sameness [to be] 
in the hypostasis, the difference in the nature; for ‘it is the opposite of [the way 
it is] in the Trinity; according to St Gregory. If our opponents cannot accept 
this, let them draw the logical conclusions themselves. For surely they will agree 
that if [two united elements] are not one in hypostasis, they must be one in 
nature. If this is so, the concepts of divinity and humanity will be one and the 
same because of the union; and if that is so, [the state of] union and [that of] 
nature will be the same, for the predicate applied to both is common. For as 
objects which share one nature also come under one concept, so necessarily 
objects joined by union at one time and in one subject will have, according to 
them, a common nature. And the opposite will also be true, surely: if the natures 
of two elements are one, their hypostases will be different, since no one person 
(prosépon) circumscribes a nature. What follows from this? There is one nature 
of flesh and divinity, and two hypostases. Or if what has come together has its 
unity neither in nature nor in hypostasis and number, where is the sameness of 
what is made one by union? But if they are one with each other in both nature 
and hypostasis, how is the structure of unchangeableness, and of the unmixed, 
preserved in the union? 

“The dead bodies of Christ and of the saints witness to the possibility that the 
same product can come into being both from incomplete and from fully formed 
elements; for the union which occurred through the resurrection made them 
just as nature had originally woven them together in their mothers’ wombs, 
even though they were already complete in their parts. And we believe that the 
same thing will happen in the common resurrection which we look forward to; 
for we believe that bodies will be formed by resurrection in the same way, 
whether they were previously decomposed and corrupted, or ones that were 
living right at that time and transformed, or had recently departed this life— 
whether they are incomplete or complete. This demonstrates that it is possible 
for a hypostasis to come into being even from pre-existent things, without their 
changing, even if this is not the case at all for Christ, because he was not created 
in advance. However, we realize 
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that one nature does not come into being, unconfused from two, simply through 
the fact of their not being created in advance—neither in the case of any other 
nature you may think of, nor in that of Christ, for whom it is unthinkable to 
religious people even to think such a thing. For if we speak of a ‘nature’ in 
correspondence to the way a thing comes to be, and no nature comes to be ina 
way that opposes and contradicts itself, but what they call the one nature of 
Christ does behave in this way, then it is not one nature. For if it should fall to 
such and such a nature, let us say, to be visible, it does not fall to the same nature 
also to be invisible; and if it falls to it to be mortal and corruptible, it does not 
fall to it to be incorruptible and immortal, since then the same concept would 
be applied to opposites—but this is impossible, For even if it admits of opposites 
in turn, but only possesses one of them in actuality, it would not yet possess the 
opposite also in actuality. Let them tell us, then, if what they call the one nature 
of Christ is not, even by their own confession, both visible and invisible, mortal 
and immortal, circumscribed and undefined, and, in sum, begotten and 
unbegotten, together and in the same subject. For the one hypostasis and one 
persona can receive opposite and contradictory predicates together and in the 
same subject; but the one nature, as we have said, which can produce contraries, 
cannot at one time come to be contradictory to itself; for if would completely 
cease from being itself before this could happen” 


So much for them. As for the fact that some say: because the Lord’s humanity 
was not formed or did not exist beforehand, and because it was not assumed 
already complete, but had its subsistence in the Logos, therefore we can make 
one hypostasis of both [natures]—part of this is true and part is not. We too 
grant that [his humanity] did not pre-exist, was not formed first; but we do not 
at all grant that this therefore makes one hypostasis of both, as if it were not 
permitted for things to be otherwise, or as if it were impossible for God to be 
united even with a fully formed man in this way. For what difference will it make 
to God, with regard to union, to be related to someone existing one way or the 
other? For neither the time nor the place of union, nor the incompleteness of his 
body, makes the one Christ, but the manner of union itself. We reject the prior 
formation [of Jesus the man], then, not because it was impossible, but because it 
was not fitting that the humanity of the Lord should once have been alone and 
without his divinity. As for those who say: “From [a multiplicity of] hypostases 
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there follows prior formation, and [Jesus's] having once existed as a mere man, 
and understanding Christ and the Logos to be two separate individuals; but if 
he was not formed beforehand, he is not from hypostases, and if he is not from 
hypostases, he is not more than one hypostasis.” Whatis this? If these conclusions 
do not follow from these premises (since not even if we concede “from these” 
and “from hypostases” must we speak of [multiple] hypostases in the case of the 
risen dead, as we have shown), but if they still say “from hypostases,” then why 
not rather say also “from personas”? And if this is acceptable, why do they not 
also have the courage to say “from sons”—one existing as the Son of God, the 
other born as son of the Virgin? But nothing would be more divisive than to 
think or to say this, nothing nearer to Nestorian irreverence, even if they think 
they stand diametrically opposed to him. This is the way cowardice fights with 
rashness: for they share the same kinds of evil, even if they struggle against each 
other, and against virtue, by excess and deficiency. 

And we must point this out, too: that the hypostasis does not simply or even 
primarily signify that which is complete, but that which exists for itself, and 
secondly that which is complete; while the nature signifies what never exists for 
itself, but most properly that which is [formally] complete. For the characteristics 
which are admitted into the concept of the hypostasis mark off each individual 
from one another; but those admitted into the concept of the nature do not 
mark off the individual, but tell one kind of individual from another. The 
characteristics of the single individual, then, make it single: those which exist 
commonly are not predicated more properly of a general class, in any sense, 
than they are of the things of which they are generally said, even if they include 
all the individuals referred to under the same species. 

And let us not forget this: the features which characterize the nature are 
constituent parts of its essence, while those which characterize a hypostasis 
belong, in a way, to the category of accidents, whether they are separable or 
inseparable. And in simple beings, the characteristics of both [nature and 
hypostasis] are simple, while in conjoined and compound beings they are 
compound. This is how it is with the human person, and with the definition of 
him: animal, rational, mortal, capable of opposites by turns (for this is the surest 
definition of his essence). All characterize his essence, while shape, color, size, 
time, place, parents, upbringing, way of life, and all that goes with them, 
characterize his hypostasis. The sum of them, they say, cannot hold true for 
anyone else, and nevertheless they belong to one man—namely, this one. And 
those marks properly belong to the characteristics of nature which exist in the 
same essence, while the characteristics of the hypostasis also include those 
which belong to different categories, when they are combined 
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in the natural unity of an individual. So it is, then, also in the case of Emmanuel: 
there is one hypostasis of divinity and humanity, and therefore the things which 
ought to be predicated of the hypostasis are common to both; but there is not 
one nature, and therefore the characteristics of nature are also not [common to 
both]. For even if all his characteristics are said to belong to the same one 

person, they do not [belong] in the same respect, nor in the manner of one 
nature. So, for example, the same individual is visible and invisible, mortal and 
immortal, palpable and untouchable, but not in the same respect nor in virtue 
of the same structural principle. Since he is one and the same, all these things 
are predicated as of one individual, and therefore of one hypostasis and persona; 
but since not all are predicated in the same respect, but with regard to different 
realities, therefore they are not predicated as of one simple nature, but of 
different natures which are associated with each other and preserve in union 
their own natural properties. 
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90iB 1. If things which are completely the same belong to one nature, and they are 
themselves called one nature, how can what is not completely the same belong 
to one nature or be called one nature? But even they agree that the divinity of 
Christ is never completely the same as his humanity; they could never belong 
to one nature, then, and therefore they will not be called one nature after the 
union, 


2. Objects that have one nature share a common name; objects that share a 
common name exist in one substance. Now even according to them, the divinity 
of Christ is never of one substance with his humanity; therefore they never 
share a common name. And if objects never have one common name, their 
natures surely will always be different. 


3. If when they say he is “from” divinity and humanity, they also say Christ is 
“from” two natures, and both expressions seem to them to mean the same, how 
is it that they can say he is “in” divinity and humanity after the union, and are 


not required to say, from what they have conceded, that he is “in” two natures 
after the union? For there, too, what is expressed by both phrases is the same. 


4, If when they say Christ is “from” two natures, they say he is “from” divinity 
and humanity, and when they say he is from divinity and humanity, they say he 
is from two natures; and if they speak of divinity and humanity even after the 
union, then surely they themselves are speaking of two natures of Christ after 
the union. But if they refuse to speak of two natures in Christ after the union, 
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then surely they are refusing to speak of Christ’s divinity and humanity after the 
union. 


5. If they recognize that what has come together in the union is not confused, 
and there are, even according to them, two things which have come together, 
how can they not recognize the two unconfused elements in the union as two, 
even after the union? But if they recognize two, why do they not acknowledge 
them? And if they acknowledge them, why do they refuse to number them, 
whose particular natures they realize are unconfused, even after the union? 
“For what they confess,’ writes St Basil, “let them also enumerate!” (Ep. 214,4). 


6. If they say that Christ is from two natures, but do not say Christ is two 
natures, they are saying Christ is from these things but is not they. Let them tell 
us, then, whether they do not think they should recognize Christ to be in those 
elements from which they combine him. If those things from which he consists 
are not in him, they are obviously either nowhere or in some other individual. 
Whom, then, besides him? Let them instruct us clearly on who this is! 


7. If in things of one essence, the “one nature” referred to does not mean, 
principally, that the subjects are identical, why do the “two natures” [referred to] 
in things of different essences not signify a difference but necessarily separation? 


8. If everywhere and in every way, number introduces division, then surely 
number will be the cause of division, not division the cause of number; and one 
of two conclusions follows: either not to count anything which is united, or not 
to unite anything which is counted. And why is it not ridiculous to ascribe this 
kind of power to number, when every number naturally reveals the quantity of 
things, not their nature or any kind of relationship among them? 


9. If union and what is united belong to the category of relation, and objects 
are in relation simultaneously and continually, then surely union and what is 
united are simultaneous and continual. If, then, what is united 
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ceases to be, surely union ceases along with them. 


¢ 10. If number wholly separates what is numbered, not only the number of 
natures separates the natures, but the number of characteristics will also 

separate them completely; how, then, are those who speak of two characteristics 
not themselves also open to the charge of division? 


11. If, as St Gregory says, the Incarnation of the Savior is “the opposite of how 
it is in the Trinity,’ and if we always confess three hypostases and one nature in 
_ speaking of God, why do we not grant two natures and one hypostasis in the 
. Incarnation of the Savior—since “opposite” means the complete reversal of 
_ everything? 


12. If the distinction of “one person and another” refers to hypostases, accord- 
_ ing to the same theologian, and the distinction of “one thing and another” refers 
to natures, and the first expression is always used in speaking of God, then the 
second is always used in speaking of the Incarnation; and if the second is always 
- used in speaking of the Incarnation, then the natures remain always, since the 
opposed formulas that refer to them always remain. 


13. If it is the same to say “other in nature” and to say “another nature,’ and the 
former is always true of the divinity and humanity of the Savior, then necessarily 
the second is also always true of the same elements. 


_ 14. If the simple nature is not the same as the composite nature, and if the 
simple nature of the Word signifies only one nature, then what they call 
_ the composite nature of Christ will not signify one nature. But if the simple 
and the composite signifies one nature, according to them, let them explain the 
_ difference between the composite nature of Christ they speak of and the simple 
_ nature of the Word. 


15, Some nouns and verbs have a plural form but a singular meaning, like 
“Thebes” and “barracks;” some, on the contrary, 
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- have a singular form but a plural meaning, like “chorus” and “army” and “city.” 
Let them say, then, how they mean their expression “one composite nature.” If it 
is the same as what the Fathers speak of as the “twofold” and “double” nature, 
there is no room for the term “one” to be applied to the composite nature, since 
it cannot be applied to the twofold nature; furthermore, their quarrel with the 
expression “two natures” is vain, for they, too, have taken a word with singular 
meaning in a plural sense. But if they think the meaning is singular, just as it has 
a singular verbal form, then the same thing is signified, in their eyes, by a 
“simple” and a “composite” nature, and the word “composite” is superfluous; for 
the same idea is given to them by the [concept of the] simple and the composite 
nature. And if neither of these explanations is true, then they are fabricating a 
_ bastardized and confused “single nature from two natures, such asis recognized 
in the nature of mules and the like, and like the tales of hybrid and self- 
contradictory beasts spun out by the Greeks. 


16. If speaking about “one nature of God the Word, made flesh,” is the opposite 
of speaking about two [natures] united, then one of two conclusions is 
necessary: either that the flesh is not this by nature, and does not have the 
nature of flesh, or that it is {flesh by nature] but is not called what it is. Let the 
sages choose, then, which kind of impiety they prefer: either that this nature is 
not flesh, or that the flesh is not called a nature. 


17. The “one nature of the Word, made flesh,” has three [possible] meanings: 
either it is said by way of paradox, meaning that even though it is “made flesh” 
it is still only the one reality—in other words still without a body—just as a 

bronze statue has one nature of bronze, made into a shape; or [it is meant] as a 
_ change of essence, equivalent to “one nature of the Word turned into flesh,” as 
one might speak of one nature of water turned to stone; or [it is meant to say] 
that the nature of the Word, being one, is not considered alone, by itself, but 
along with flesh. Now if 
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they use this phrase according to the first [two] senses, the refutation of their 
impiety comes from their own words; for along with Apollinarius and Eutyches, 
- they have done away with the Incarnation. But if they [use it] according to the 
- last sense, why is the nature of the Word, which is associated with flesh, one in 
pature with the nature of the flesh which is associated with the Word, and why 
are they called one nature when they are not one in nature? 


18. Things which are properly contradictory oppose a complete negation to a 
complete affirmation, as when the negative sentence, “Paul is not an apostle,” 
denies the affirmative sentence, “Paul is an apostle.” So also the “one nature” is 
opposed to the “two natures;” for if Christ is one nature, he is not two, and if 
~ two, he is not one. But if they say “one, and then add something else, they are no 
_ longer speaking by way of contradiction but by way of variation and circumlo- 
cution, and from the noun and the definition [they are using} there proceeds a 
confession of the two natures—from the noun, “nature of the Word,’ and from 
the definition of “flesh animated by a rational, intelligent soul” (for this is the 
definition of human nature). Why, then, do they assert the definition of nature 
~ but refuse the name of it? Or why do they offer the name of each nature but 
refuse the number? Let them tell us, though they are unable to perceive what 
helps their case and what opposes it! 


19, The simple nature is not of one essence with the composite nature. If the 
nature of the Father is simple, and the nature of Christ is composite, then the 
nature of Christ will not be of one essence with the nature of the Father. But 
they themselves pretend to hold that Christ is of one essence with the Father, 
and that the same Christ is also of one essence with us. Let them tell us, then, if 
it is possible for what they call the one, composite nature of Christ to be 
completely of one substance with the Father and completely so also with us, 
and if this does not lift us up to being of one substance with the Father. If they 
should say that the one nature of Christ is not in its entirety of one substance 
with the Father and with us, it remains for half of the one nature to be of one 
substance with the Father and half to be of one substance with us; and what else 
is this but to divide 
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1-9: Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI (PG 130, 1072 B6-C5) 
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~ what they call the one nature of Christ into a similar substance and a different 
substance, and into fractions of the elements that help each other fill up the one 
composite nature? It belongs to the blasphemy of Apollinarius and the madness 
of Arius to deny the perfection of Christ's divinity and of his humanity. 


20. If even they say that the one Christ is God and man, also after the union, 
and is both by nature, why is not the one Christ two natures also after the union, 
since God and man are never the same in nature, nor is he ever God by the same 
nature by which he is man? 


21. If in saying Christ is doubly consubstantial, even after the union, they say 
he is consubstantial with two different beings—namely, with the Father and 
_ with us, and if the Father and we are never consubstantial, then neither will that 
which is consubstantial with us ever be consubstantial with what is con- 
- substantial with the Father. But if consubstantial things are and are said to be of 
one nature, yet Christ's divinity, even in their view, is not consubstantial with his 
humanity; and things of a different substance belong to another, different 
nature; then things which differ in nature are clearly also two natures. 


22. Properties are not properties of themselves, but of things; and if even they 
agree that there are two [sets of] properties after the union, then the things of 
_ which these are properties will be two, even after the union. But when they 
speak of two [sets of] properties, they say they are “natural.” Let them explain, 
then, whether the two [sets of] natural properties are the properties of two 
natures; and if they confess two [sets of] natural properties even after the union, 
then there remain two natures, since the natural properties of them remain 
twofold. 


- 23. Surelya difference is a difference between things that differ. And constitutive 
differences distinguish between things that differ in essence. Let them tell us, 
*. then, if when they speak of the difference 
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6-7 ravryy ... dior: cf. Basilius, Ep. 236, ad Amphilochium, 6 (ed. Y. Courtonne III, 53, Il. 1-2; 
PG 32, 884 A8-9). 


6-16: Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI (PG 130, 1072 C6-D5) 
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between godhead and manhood, they mean a natural difference between them, 
even after the union; and if they mean a natural difference, surely they mean a 
difference of natures. And if they mean that, then even they mean two different 
natures after the union, since two natures with a natural difference surely are 
two natures, 


24. If, according to true reasoning and the holy Fathers, essence has the same 
difference from hypostasis that the common has from the proper, then the one 
nature of the Word will not be called one nature along with the flesh, but along 
with the Father; for he shares with him unity and sameness of nature. But if he 
is and is called one nature with the Father, it is obvious that he will never be 
called one nature with the flesh; and if the Word is not called one nature with 
the flesh, it is obvious that the flesh will never be called one nature with him. 
And if neither the Word is called one nature with the flesh, nor the flesh with 
the Word, and there is no middle term between one and two, it is clear that the 
denial of the one nature [of both] brings in, as its consequence, the confession 
of the two natures. 


25. If the hypostasis of the Logos defines his proper distinction from the Father, 
and if by this property which distinguishes him from the Father, which is 
the hypostasis, he is another individual than the Father, but is not distin- 
guished from the flesh by this same property, how will the Word be a different 
individual from the flesh, or be distinguished from it as hypostasis? But if he is 
not distinguished from the flesh by this property, clearly it is by another: by the 
property of nature, which joins him to the Father but distinguishes him from 
the flesh. From this it is clear how we speak of two natures in Christ, but one 
hypostasis; for by the distinguishing characteristic which divides him from the 
Father, he is joined to the flesh, just as by the natural property which joins him 
to the Father he experiences difference from the flesh; and as he is one nature 
with the Father 
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12-13 Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Scholia 1 (ed. P. Pusey 498, Il. 5~7; PG 75, 1369 A3-5), 21 cf. Cyr. 
Alex., Frag. in Ep. ad Hebraeos, supra p. 69, Test. 78; Ep. 41, ad Acacium Scythopolitanum (ACO 
I, 1, 4. 48, L. 23; PG 77, 220 C9-10) 20-5: cf. Cyrillus Alexandrinas, In Ep. ad Hebraeos Frag. (vide 
CNE, Flor. 78; p. 254 supra). 


4-28: Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI (PG 130, 1072 D6-1073 B12) 20-23 (émaryaare ... 
avapopav @yet) cp. Joan. Dam., Cir. Jac. 58.1-3 (ed. Kotter 4.130) 
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because of the sameness of nature, so he is not one nature with the flesh, because 
of its natural and unchanging character, even in union with the Word. 


26. If all beings of the same essence are joined together by the category of 
nature, and therefore are called “one nature,’ but beings of different essences 
tend to be joined by union, not by nature, but union and nature are not the 
same, then surely the product of both is not the same. And if what nature joins 
is called “one nature,’ what is joined by union will be said to be one in hypostasis, 
but not in nature or in essence. 


27. Everyone generally agrees that the word “mam signifies the nature, and the 
words “Paul” or “Peter” the hypostasis: according to the blessed Cyril, “the name 
‘Christ’ does not carry the force of a definition or signify the essence of an 
individual, as [would the name] of “man” or “horse” or “ox” or everything else 
that comes under the same class. Therefore it is not the same thing simply to say 
“man” and to say “Christ.” Why, then, do you transfer the analogy of a man, 
which expresses the nature, to the person of Christ, when the name of Christ, 
according to the master, does not express a nature but a hypostasis? And if you 
say that he and the other Fathers used the analogy of a man to express union, 
[note that] they do not use simply [the image of] man, but a particular man— 
and that is a hypostasis. And you should know that [Cyril] also describes Christ 
by the image of two goats: just as there the analogy refers not to the hypostases 
of the goats, but it makes reference to the difference between the living animal 
and the sacrificed one, so also here the image is not meant by them [i.e., the 
Fathers] to suggest the denial of natures, but the union of person or of the 
individual man. And it is possible to prove from many examples taken from 
their writings that for the same Fathers, even the individual man is—and is said 
to be—from two natures and even is two natures, because he is soul and body. 
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14-p. 332,14: cp. Joan. Dam., Ctr Jac. 77 (ed. Kotter 4.134) 
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28. To say Christ is “from two natures” suggests either that he is “from” them as 
his origins or that he is “from” these united parts. Now if he is from them as 
from his origins, his origins will be from hypostases and not from natures, since 
his origins are, for his divinity, the Father, and for his humanity, his mother; 
coming from these as his causes, it is clear that he is not the same as they are, for 
he is neither Father nor mother. But if he is, as it were, “from” parts, why are not 
the parts in the whole? Or why is the whole not in the parts? For if neither the 
whole is in the parts nor the parts in the whole, it remains, as we have already 
said, that either they are nowhere and nothing at all, or that the divinity and 
humanity of Christ are [to be] recognized in someone outside of Christ, 
and that Christ is [to be] recognized in other things and not in his own divinity 
and humanity; and this denies the existence not only of his humanity, but of 
the very divinity of the Word. 


29. The quantity of things does not only consist in definite numbers, like two 
or three or four and so on, but also in undefined expressions of measurement, 
like “many” and “few” and “more” and “fewer” and whatever resembles them; 
and in expressions of comparison, like “more,” “less? “the same amount” as 
something; and in so-called demonstrative terms, like “this,” “that? “these,” 
“another,” different;” and in expressions of order, like “before this,” and “after 
that,’ and “from the start,’ and “afterwards;” and probably in other ways, too. If 
then, they consider all indicative expressions to divide the things being 
indicated, the refutation of their absurdity is already at hand; for they themselves 
speak of indefinite natures and properties as numerically distinct, as “this and 
that,’ “one and another,’ different from each other, greater and less, equal and 
related, before this and after that, original and later. And if they suggest that not 
all turns of phrase, but only definite number, and especially the number two 
divides, their argument is absurd. For let them explain why on earth, of the 
many turns of phrase which express the quantity of subjects, only the number 
two introduces the dreadful suspicion 
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TH TvEvLarl, &Tivd Eat. TOU Oeod”, Kal mdAw wept TOV alTaov, “Tatra be. 
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dvrixewrat dAdnAots”. Aeyérwoar toivur ef uy 70 “ative” Kat “Tatra” [C} 


Kal avriKeiweva arAnAots” aprO.ot eiow iby. Aeyérwoay b€ Kat Tives ob 
eri tas KAtvys Kat Tob pvAwvos dv0, dv “7 pia TapadauBaverat Kat 7 pia. 
dpierav. ere S€ Kal et p79 TO VwrH pr Svo voetrat 6 avOpw7os, 76 ope wat 
h bux, Ov 70 ev dtroxretvar Odvavrat ot emiBovAevovtes, TO Oe AVMTEpOV 
THs emBoudyns Tuyxavet, dupdrepa év yeévvy atodAAbpeva, ef TOvTOU 
kpiletev G€.a. Edy yap cimwpev kal rv ouvexh Tob xpdvou pia. mAgov 
jwacbai, ita kata otvOeow eis SWdeKa Wpas U0 TOD Kupiov Siaipetobar, 
7} TAAL KaTa TO UT” adTob cipnuévov GAov 
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they have of division, when the truth is something different? For the number 
two expresses the idea of two things together, counted but not divided, by the 
unitive force of this number, as distinct from saying “one and another”—those 
words suggest what is broken into its elements and considered part by part. 


30. If every composite expresses a singular meaning, and excludes number 
from the objects compounded, then one of two things is necessary: either our 
body and the whole man are not compounded, or number cannot be predicated, 
in their opinion, either of the body or of the whole man. Let them explain, then, 
if such scriptural passages as these do not suggest number in composites: “He 
put members, each one of them, in the body,” and “There are many members 
but one body,’ and “They counted all my bones,’ and “They dug my hands and 
my feet,’ and “All his entrails poured out.” But in considering both parts together, 
the Apostle numbers them as three, body and soul and spirit, and according to 
the Savior’s parable, “three measures of meal were leavened;” and “Praise God 
in your body and in your spirit, which belong to God,” and again, concerning 
the same parts, [we read] “These are opposed to each other.” Let them tell us, 
then, if words like “these” and “they” and “which are opposed to each other” are 
not forms of number; and let them tell us who those “two” on the bed and at the 
mill are, of which “one will be taken and one left,’ and if the Savior does not 
think of man as two parts, body and soul, of which those who plot against us 
can kill one, but the other is above plotting, and both can perish in Gehenna, if 
they are judged worthy of it. And if we say that the continuous nature of time is 
rather united, but that it was then divided by the Lord into a composite of 
twelve hours, or again, according to what he said, that the whole 
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rov vopov “ev tabrass Tals Sualv évrodats” Kexpendabat, TH eis Oedv Kal 
Tov TAnaiov Gyan, Taxa Kal abros 6 Kuptos pel? Hudv THs Statpécews 
70 €yxAnja odK expedEerat, THY Huepar eis SWdexa Tew [D]wpas rai 
Tov vépov dAov eis bU0 yevixds évtoAds. Kai dAws T@ ye pidotévans 
evruyxavorre TH Te papy Kat rots arpdot worxidny Kail roAverdh Tob. 
apO.00 THY xphow edpetv eLeot., Kata Te AmAdV Kat ovrOérwr Kal 
Hvapevwv Kai Sinpnuevwv kal dpeorwTwr Kal.émivola Jewpntav Kal 
BEXpt TOV TaVvTH dvuTTOoTaTwY ywpotoar. Kai robro dé py) dyvodmer, ws 

AavOdverv mpocmroLobvrat Tovs daAovoTépous ws Tivos OvoNS Siapopas' - 
ueTaed Tob Ovo eimety kal dupa Kal Exarépa Kal dpdorepa Kat ev aupoty 
Kal de dupoty- rabra dé wdvra Kai Ta ToLabra TavTov GAAHAors [1916 A]. 
cialy, eimEep TL ETEPOV, KAY TA MEV AUTMV ev TH KOWH YpHGeEL, TA Oe Tapa 
Tots CAAoyipewrepots edpiaKETat, WS Kal TOAAG Ere pa TAUTA OVTA TOAKOTS 
dynAobrat Tots TOG Adyou pepectv. O yotv Feios admdarodos Thy dtapopay 
ToUTwY xphow ent Tov abtav mpaypatwy drarorKkiAre,, paokav “6 
mommoas Ta aupdrepe. Ev, Kat madAw “iva Ktion Tovs bU0 év EavTa’, Kal - 
éffs Kat “amoxaradrdéy tovs dupotépous. wore tavros dAnbéorepov 
unre ev 7H Sela Dpapy wire jv ev tots ayiors Tatpaot tabra Sidpopov 
vooy éprrovety €v TH Ovapdpw adtadv onuacia, adr’ év @ av év te TodTw 


fod “ / 

evpiaKnTat, TAVTOV OnAodabat TH ex TaVTWY TOUTWY SLapdpw onuacia. 

A Loon t nm n in ESS 
‘Hyeis dé, émt Tots cipnpévois TH Oe@ EvyaproTHoavTeEs, avTOU TOV TOD - 


apiOov 7év érrarophaewv orhawper- od yap Aoyoypayely, apoppds Se - 
[Blxai omépuata trois pidotmovwrépots THs TeAccorépas eEepyacias 
rovrwv mapadobvat mpocbupjnOnper, iv’ cidévar Exorev of Gogol, 47) TaVTA: 
dvres amopytiKol. GAN €or & Kai adTot dropetcbar Tap’ Hudv €iow 
aéton, 
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VO ACD 1 kpeudabar AC; xpeupaobaiD ante Oedv add. roy ACD 2 ante: 
roy mAnoiov add. rH eis ACD = tov: TH O 3 tréuvew O 4 6Aov om. ACD: : 
9 post mpoozrotodyrar add. cai O 10 éxarépas ACD Kai dupdrepa om. ACD: 
1l wavra b€ radra O 12 eiotv: éoriv ACD etwep: Hrep ACD xv: Kal A: 
13 ebpicoxytar VC rattaD post radrd add. rocatra V 14 dydotvra C rot 
Adyou ante rots transp.O yoty: ody O — Peios drdatodos: Geomdaios HatAos ACD 
15 éxi rv adray mpaypatwy om, ACD — BrarrotctAAet: droxiAAes A; Kai mouciAAe CD. 
16 éaura@: atrg ACD 17 ééfs: wadw ACD  daroxaraAddéear O mavrws CD? 
18 dyors om. ACD 19 voiv:olavotvC = dAAAC 19-20 dAd’... radroy om. D-. 
GAN ...onuacigom.O é&@...radrovom.C = rt om, O, ACD 20 post onwacia:: 
add. rd radrdv C 22 trav: 7évV — oraopev O 22-6 ob yap... d€to. om. CD: 
yap om. A 22 dwopuny A 23 omépua A gidondvois Oras: Kat Av 
TeAewréepas V é€epyacias: éneLepyaciav A 24-26 rovrwy ... dévor: KaTadurely 
mdéon Suvdjet mpocOupjOnuer A 24 tva V¥ Q 


Epilyseis 335 


law hangs together “in these two commandments,’ those of love for God and 
one’s neighbor, perhaps the Lord himself, along with us, will not be able to 
escape the charge of division, for dividing the day into twelve hours and the 
whole law into two general commandments. In general, it is possible for one 
who reads the Scripture and the Fathers industriously to find a varied and 
manifold use of number, for simple things and compound, united and distinct, 
existent and purely conceptual, even reaching as far as the completely non- 
existent. And let us not forget that they try to deceive the simple [into thinking] 
that there is some difference between saying “two” and “both” and “each” and 
“either” and “in both” and “through both;” but all of these expressions, and those 
like them, mean the same as each other, even if they are slightly different, and 
some of them are found in common usage, others among the more highly edu- 
cated, just as many other things which are the same are expressed in many parts 
of speech. The divine Apostle, after all, expresses the different usage of such 
terms for the same things in a variety of ways, when he says: “He who made 
both one” and “that he may form the two in himself; and then “and he will 
reconcile both of them.’ So that it is truer to say that neither in the holy Scripture 
not indeed in the holy Fathers do these terms bring about a different sense 
through their different significance, but whatever meaning one of them is 
discovered to have, the same is expressed by the different significance of all of 
them. 


Now we give thanks to God for what we have said, and bring to an end here the 
number of our objections; for we are not writing a speech, but we are eager to 
offer material and seeds for discussion to those industrious people who seek a 
fuller investigation, so that our sophistic friends may know [what we think], if 
they are not ready to challenge everything; there are points where they, too, 
deserve to be challenged by us! 
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‘Ev pev rots ewrrpoober cipnuevors Hutv, abv Oc S€ pavar, Tas evordoers 
kat avribdaers “THs pevdwripou yvucews eis Ouvarov StadreAdKaper, alg 
5) Xpdipevor wal? judy ot THs évavtias Soxijoews (ob yap bajmore Toure 
Karel avrovs Tavoainny, Ort pode Oéuts) THs evdeias dardyewv Tous 
5 dmAovorépous drroAapBavovor- vov dé abbr €répou oKeuparos Kat 
mpoBAjparos 7Hv Oewpiav dvarriéar te Kal SievKpijoas retpacopai, 
‘Hycic0w dé rob Adyou Xprords, 6 Geos Kat Adyos Kai pads xat [1317 A} 
Cony) Kal dAnGeva, €umrvewy Huty abveawv eis TO pera Xaptros Kal coplas 
TAS avadev—ra ouvteAobrra eis THv Urdbeaw Kal vojoa Kards kal 
10 ppdcas duvy Ova. 
Hi pev obv édpwv tiv vov év rots brevavtiow émavacradoav kar’ 
dAAHA@Y Cvyopayiav péxpis adrav éxelvww petvacay, GAG fu} Kal eis 
Huds SiaByvat pidoverxodoay, Taxa Tov Kal Képdos breAduBavoy riHy 
Tay évavtiov paynv Te Kal avrimapatagiv. adtot yap bd opdy 
15 BadAdpevor kal avarpemdpevor oddev Hut Tpaypwa, OTe pq Oewpiav Yury 
Tob moAduou mpovéévovry evi rodtwv povov Hudv adyvvopevwy, TH 
dmrwireia thy “aberqoa pev eis Tov ofkov Aavid? Kata 76 AdyLor, 
ToApnodvrwy, brepodvTwy b€ Kal THY pds TOV Olkoy TepoPoay. du.dvotay 
Kal pande exeivay [B} ouvrnpyodvray, aAXd. oxvobevray TE Kal 
20 SearpeDevrenv am GAA Acov TE Kal 7pOS adj Aous, ws etelvar ois 
guveTwre pos “éx Tob Kapmol 76 dévd pov erruyiveboKen,” Kata Tov 
LwrHprov Adyov, dua TMV ToAVG yLOOv aTdcewy Tob ev abrots évepyotvros 
Tapaxadous mvevparos 7. pahiora Serxvupevou—oupmepuce yap mas 
TH docBeia TO pirex pov Te Kal TOAEHLOXa,pEs. Nov d€ 87 yéyovev mpty 
25 mpos Kaxob 4 THY exOpav mpos addqAous Suopevera—a THS 
dmatdevalas!—Kai Tav ev Kakia map’ abrois Sevtépwrv yeydvaper 
GOAL TE por, uNdE Soov of €xPpol ra HuerEpa emoTTebaai TE Kai puAdtat 
Suvdpevor. Eizep 6 pev Oarépov wépous trav oxiopatwv 
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In what we said before—speaking with God’s help—we destroyed as far as 
possible the objections and contrary opinions of “what is falsely called 
knowledge,’ which the “opposite kinds of docetist” use against us (for I shali 
never stop calling them this—it would not be right!) in an attempt to lead the 
simple away from the straight path. Now, beginning again, I shall try to unfold 
the discussion of another subject and problem, and to examine it carefully. And 
may Christ, (who is) God and the Word, and light and life and truth, take the 
lead in our discussion, inspiring in us understanding, so that—with the help of 
grace and wisdom from above—we will be able to understand well what 
contributes to our argument, and to explain it well. 

Now if I thought that the struggle which has now developed between 
opposing groups remained confined to their own numbers and that it were not 
straining to cross over into our party as well, perhaps I would consider the 
struggling and contentiousness of these opponents to be a kind of gain; for if 
they are attacked and defeated by their own kind, it is no concern of ours, except 
in that they are providing us with the mere spectacle of war. We regret only one 
thing in all of this: the loss of those who dared, as the saying goes, “to rebel 
against the house of David? who neglected harmony with the house of Jeroboam 
and failed to preserve even that, but have been split and divided from one 
another, against one another, so that it should be possible for the wise to “recog- 
nize the tree from its fruit? as our Savior says. The troublesome spirit who is at 
work in them, after all, is shown up most clearly by the many forms of discord 
which arise; hatred and delight in battle are, in a way, the by-products of impi- 
ety, But now, to our misfortune, the ill-will our enemies have towards each other 
has become ours. O ignorance! We have become more wretched than those 
among them who have reached the second degree of vice, for we cannot even 
watch over our household and protect it as well as our enemies can. For even if 
the father of both sides of the schisms 
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TaTnp TO béov eyvw, Kal RO€ECON TAv KaTa THs GAnOeias mpopav7 mOAELOV, 
[C]ijpets dé Hv exeivwr eriyywow adyvoias épddiov metroijucba, Kal 
yeyovapev Kat Tv exOpav davverwrepor. 
Levypov yap cat TovAravod, trav d0o THs pds doeBelas dpx@v, mpds -- 
Eautovs SdtevexPevrwy—dvontus pev ws mpds Tas oikelas dapyds, 
euppovas d€ Ws mpos adrnv tiv GAjyfeav—Kai rept Tod PlapTot Kai 
apbdprov CvyopayovvTwr, of wev tHs Leunpou pepidos, piradnbws .- 
cimely, rhs Tv exOpav mapexépSatvov wovnplas: & yap ovK av Tis adrovs 
mpo Tovrou eimeiv emeice, TaiTa 4 vov mpos TOvs oikelous SuvcpevEra 
dpodoyj aa jvayKacev. Hvixa dé mpos Tas abyas THs GAnOeias dvaveder 
Hptavto, THY exeivwy dvdavevow aBrepias dadGeaiv tives Eaxov TOv _ 
WMETE PWV, TH XELpove jLoipa tpocbepevor, Kal dv Evos phuaros eis TadTOv 


z aA} ~ 1 3 ore 
[D]#APov rots evarriots, kal Ov edarpéreav 6vdpuaros TACay, OvY ExEtvots, | 


ATEOKEVETAYTO THY OiKOVOLiaY. 

Exeivwy yap, ws epnv, avontas jev ws mpds Tas oikeias dpyxds; - 
€uppovws d€ ws mpds Tas Tis GAnGeias apoppas, CnrovvTwy wérepov bet 
plaprov Kai Tabnrov 76 oda Aéyety, Strep €€ Hudv Urep Hua@v popécas 
6 Kupios judy caredéEato, Levipos dyse prev, djrws 8 obv Fobero éavrob, 
Kal Tob KaTa THY oikeiwy TapeKepdave TOAE LOD, avayKacbets Sia—opay - 
TE Kal iOLOTHTAS GwoAoyHoal Te Kal enpvEat. THs adtod 8 dv ein coplas, 
Kat Tov elnAwKoru adbrov, Stapopay Kal ibudTyTAs KaTHYyopELY, od KAP 
broxeyevwv mpaypatev, } Sto maparrotpevov puces dpodoyetv, Sto’ 
[1320 A]Adyery iSidrytas pbaprod Kai dpbaprov, cal THv Statpeow THs” 
SUd50S; HY GVW Kal KATH OTPEPWY KALTG TAVTG KUK@Y ev ToLs TpoAraPodat . 
dieBadrev, yKord ye ra viv evAaBetoOar. "H mas ye fy) GydoatTe Tis 
adrov Tis Tadedaews, THY METOXTY Lev AayTIPa KN pUTTOVTA TH Pav, €& 
ob O€ avr TapHKTat <ovK Ob puAaTTOpEVOV pLdVOP, GAA Kat TOAELETY 
oretvoovra; "H yap obyt pices pev mabyrov A€yer TO O@pa Kai PuOLKd. 
Tan Sidwow atte, Kai Tatra peta THY Evwaw; Anoxpivdcbw 57 ody 
Hcy 6 Go~os Ef x7) EK PUGEWS TA PVOLKG, WoTEP EK TEXVYS TA TEXVNTA. 


AAG iN 4 . > Z / é ro ” a LE 
a70, LEV KAT AUTOV LAKpOTEepots TAaprevddeBa ADYoLS, 7 TOLS HUY 
pariota cxodnv adyovaty. Ti 8 av etzoi wept Tv Tatra Aapmpa ev. 


4 \ ? > 4 fal a 3 4 \ 4 ? 
KNpUTTOVTOY Kal Siam pucio del TH pwrt}, evépyerav S€ mpds TOVTOLS 
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knows what must be done, and takes pleasure in open war against the truth, 
still we have ourselves made our recognition of the other side a gateway to 
ignorance, and have become more ignorant than the enemy. 

For Severus and Julian, the two sources of one impious teaching, were 
divided against each other—foolishly, as far as their own principles were 

. concerned, but prudently as far as the truth itself is concerned—and quarreled 
over the terms “corruptible” and “incorruptible.” The party of Severus, if I may 
speak as a “lover of truth, made illicit profit from the wickedness of their 
opponents; for their current malice towards their fellows has forced them to 
confess what no one could have persuaded them to say before. But when they 
began to look up towards the rays of the truth, some of our own party used their 
looking upwards as a pretext for blindness, became adherents of the weaker 
party, and through one expression came to the same position as our enemies: 
through the attractiveness of a name, they threw away—with them—the whole 
mystery of the Incarnation! 

While his party, as I said, were investigating—foolishly, as far as their own 
principles are concerned, prudently, as far as the sources of truth are 
concerned—whether one ought to say the body which our Lord received from 
us and bore for us was corruptible and passible, Severus, however belatedly, 
discovered himself and profited from the war against his own faction, being 
forced to acknowledge and to proclaim the difference and the properties [of 
corruptible and incorruptible]. It would be typical of his brand of wisdom, and 
that of his eager followers, to have spoken of the difference and the properties, 
but not to predicate them of underlying realities; or, while refusing to confess 
two natures, to speak of two properties—corruptible and incorruptible—and 
while he previously attacked the distinction of the two, turning everything 
upside down until all was hopelessly mingled, at least to respect it here. How 
could one fail to wonder at his learning, as he proclaims a sharing [of properties] 
in clarion voice, yet not only fails to preserve that from which it is derived, but 
even is eager to argue against it? For does he not say that the body is passible by 
nature and attribute natural sufferings to it, even after the union? Then let the 
sage explain to us whether natural things do not proceed from a nature, just as 
artificial things proceed from an art! 

We shall store up what we have against him for a longer work, or leave it for 
those who have more leisure than we do. But what would you say about those 
who constantly proclaim all these things in a clear and loud voice, who 
distinguish, in addition, the activity 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


342 IIPOX TOYS APOAPTOAOKHTOYS 


[B] GAAnv pev oapkds, érépay dé Bedrynros, mAbs TE TEpt TO TAL Kal 
amdberav wept rov Adyov SuodoyotvTwy, ei Kal TH Evioe. TOY MPAyLaTwY 
dvrimepiywpeiv Tavras SedwKact Kal dvricarnyopetabas Bare pou, did THv 
év Oatépm tatdrot éraAAdrrovaav idiornra, 7a Sé viv woTep eEeTritmbes 
Tots oixElols TEepiTUTTOVTWY, KaLTa “apbapTw” mpooerevwr; ‘Qv ob ofda 
Tikal A€yewv x pewr—Oavpdow THV aTEeppdTyTa,7] Erraiverw THY KoUpsST NTA, 
evi phate evrperret, TH Aiyvq@ THs buys mpookAices mpos 70 mUBavov Tis 
amdrys, mapacupevtwr; “O dy Kai érépous maAat Te Kai viv wemovidtas 
ywaoKonev. Hdn yap tives ev Trois Eurrpooden 7H Trav EyKpatitav arary 
mpocdbevto, TH Koppa tHs Pwris eis TO ToU Madvevtos [C]Bdpabpov 
Karacupevtes: dAXot dé TH Tav Kabapadv ob rw kadovpevery ep4prodvvblévres 
axabapaia, obdeviye érépw 7 7@ yapievri ToUTwy 6vopatt mpocepld.pnoay- 
ToAAolt O€ THY TE Vew Kal THY TaAaLdy, dv Kal Tas Tpoonyopias apiOuety 
EpywdeoTarov,Th Kat avrovs curable? cuvnyopia THs amabetas Tov Adyou, 
eis 70 Neoroptov Bdpabpov éumenta@Kact. 

Kat ovAAjBdnv eizetv, dAous atdAous boyd worep bd LKvAAns Twvds 
rhs avrbérov XaptBdews Hpracpevous Te kat droBpuyxtous yeyovoras 
eyvaperv, TOs TamTeEvoTepois Xpiatov Tov Oeod judy, did THv pds 70 
heeTtépov abrod ovyxardBacw, phyaci Te Kal Tpaypacw dradedTwS 
mpoonmraioavras. [D|Ti yap dAdo ra pupta gira tov eBvadv, H tds 
Tovddixas juiv padayyas e€wardo€d Te kat €&€unvev, dAX 7, ws 6 Hatdos 
wvopaKer, «7 wpa Tov KnpvypaTtos»; Kail tis dv pr) Oavyudoerev rHs 
TatwEeUGews Tovs veous SoypatioTas, elmep oldv TE HV, KATA TODS AUTOY 
Ajpous, wavTAs LEV TOUS GoLd{jLoUs UApTUpAas, TaVvTas bE TOUS GuoAoyHTaS. 
Kat Bacdve éxros Tovs Ureép evaeBelas orepavous drrodaBety, did. dbo. 
Toutwvt A€~ewn, et ye pewabnKdres adras eTuyxor; OL Se Tis OUTW LEyaAns. 
adrdv coplas déroxyor Siapetvavres, aHAVov aardarns mépepyov, odK- 
avSpelas oTHAa TH Biw yevopevor. Oddels yap dv, Ws olzat, THY TéTE 
mixpotdtwy Kai [1321 Aldvopevadv duwxrdy, dikny tiva Xprorvavaiy 
cigempadeato, ci éi Tov Prjuaros Wuordyour avo pwarov abTOv jLdvoY Elvat 
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of the flesh from that of the divinity, and who confess suffering in connection 
with the body, impassibility in connection with the Word—even if they concede 
that in the unity of elements these have a reciprocal relationship and are 
predicated of one another in turn, because of the exchange of properties of each 
element within the same subject—and then who now, as if deliberately, attack 
‘their own party and espouse the term “incorruptible”? I do not know what I 
should say about them—should I admire their firmness or commend their 
light-headedness, as they are swept away by one attractive word, in the avid 
suscep-tibility of the soul for plausible deceit? We know that others have 
suffered in the same way, before this as well as now. Formerly, for instance, some 
assented to the deceptions of the Encratites, dragged down by a pretty-sounding 
name into the pit of Manes. Others, soiled by the impurity of the so-called 
“Cathari,” were corrupted by nothing else than the charming name of that sect. 
Many, too—recently and long ago—under an uncountable variety of sectarian 
names, have fallen into the pit of Nestorius, because of what is to them the 
impassioned appeal of the [notion that] the Word is impassible. 

To put it briefly, we know that whole troops of souls have been snatched and 
pulled under water as if by some Scylla or opposed Charybdis, because they 
stumbled, in their ignorance, over the lowly sayings and notions of Christ our 
God, which come from his condescension to our way of life. What else has 
maddened the countless tribes of Gentiles, or armed the Jewish squadrons 
against us, but what Paul has called “the foolishness of our message”? And who 
would not be amazed at the learning of these new know-it-alls, if it were 
possible—as they foolishly suggest—that all the celebrated martyrs and all the 
confessors could have received the crown of piety without their trials, simply by 
these two words, if they had ever managed to learn them? But those who 
remained without a share in their great wisdom, went their way as by-products 
of deceit, not as pillars of courage for life! For none, I think, of the bitterest and 
most hostile persecutors of past times, would have exacted any punishment 
from Christians, ifin the dock they had agreed that he was only a man who was 
begotten of a Virgin, and crucified and buried and raised. Why would they 
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have harbored ill-feelings at the proclamation that a man had risen? They did 
not take umbrage at any of the others who were reported—whether fictionally 
or truly—to have been brought back to life, many though they were: nor [would 
they] if, according to these representatives of a new wisdom, the very body of 
Christ were impassible and unchangeable and invariable. And it depends on 
this same whim whether they call it, blasphemously, invisible or unpalpable or 
untouchable, without quality or quantity, or—in sum—bodiless. All of these 
things are included in this wonderful predicate of “incorruptibility” 

For what absurdity is it that gives Christ some divine names and deprives 
him of others? That removes a good part of the dignity and honor, as they so 
dishonorably conceive it, from his super-essential and supernatural and 
unbodily body? Which of the unbelievers would chide us, if we were to say that 
the Lord’s body was not naturally seen, did not [naturally] take food and drink, 
and sleep, and suffer, and [experience] all the other things in which he was not 
ashamed to undergo human weakness, without sin? For it is obvious, I suppose, 
to everyone that all his many experiences of this kind occurred by the law of the 
miraculous, not by reason of nature! But the great multitude of the Jews would 
not have raged so madly, if some argument had shown them that the body they 
crucified, that accepted suffering and was buried by his friends, was not like us 
in all things, not a truly human nature. For since the holy Scripture is full of 
many revelations of God, one can see that our God’s providence for us has 
taken upon itself human shapes and concerns, human activities and language, 
according to what is best for those at whom it is directed; nevertheless, none of 
this ever led them to form human conceptions of God, even if he acted towards 
them in a human way. And their own shameless acts proved to the Jews that the 
Lord is a man who can suffer like all of us, even though his miracles did not 
prove [to them] that he is also God, exalted above all by the sublimity of his 
nature. 

So the impassibility of the only-begotten Word, which the atheists [i.e., the 
Severans] urge against Christ, and the incorruptibility of his flesh, which these 
present sophists urge against our salvation, can themselves be recognized now 
as truly passible, truly corruptible notions; for the former fails to make him 
who is above us to be one of us, and the latter does not allow him who is one of 
us to remain like us until the time of healing demands him back, the reasonable 
and orderly ascent 
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and resurrection of what is ours to what is above us. How, indeed, shall we share 
in the likeness of God, if we do not suffer with him who suffered? And how did 
he suffer, if he did not suffer like us? But he did not suffer like us, if he did not 
remain like us. And he has never been glorified, if he did not take on, in his flesh, 
that which he always has had in the spirit. 

Recently, one of those sages filled with this kind of wisdom told me, in 
conversation, that it was enough for our salvation that the Lord had become 
human. 

+ “What?” I said to him.“Would not even his will alone have been enough for 
our salvation?” 

*“Ves” he said. 

+“What, then?” I said. “Surely he did not save [us] by willing alone?” 

* “He did not want to use his authority towards us,” he said, “but rather he 
preferred also to use his kindliness and justice. The one fits in with a dictator's 
coercion, the other with a father’s care; the one would bea matter of force alone, 
the other of willing condescension; the one would only be his doing, while the 
other involves us as well. From which it follows that God does not simply act by 
willing, but also does those things which would persuade and fill with remorse 
the one being saved” 

+ “Excellent, my friend,” I said. “This, it seems to me, is the way God's new 
kind of generosity towards us began, after the many varied ways in which his 
providence towards humanity had showed itself before: it was the only 
remaining remedy to save us. I could not imagine a more effective means of 
converting us to a better life than the Incarnation in the flesh, Here the only 
wise healer of our souls received human sufferings into himself, and so cured in 
himself the sickness of all.” 


* “Tt is not allowed, surely,” he said, “for those who think rightly to profess 
anything else than that the wonderful and great mystery of the divine 
Incarnation is completely sufficient for our full salvation.” 

+ “I would not wish, myself, to affirm anything else but that this is so,’I said. 
“But I would like very much to understand the manner of his becoming flesh 
more clearly, as far as the busy inquiry of the mind may reveal it? 

* “Examine it with me,” he said, “if you are willing” 

+“Well,’I said, “since it was right that God not only will, but do something for 
us, surely it was also necessary that what he should do be such as not to surpass 
the bounds of wisdom.” 
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* “You are right,” he said, “since nothing could be more fitting; for to 
accomplish completely what he was eager to do, he needed [to act by] such a 
method, and not this way [= by departing from wisdom]? 

+ “You speak rightly in all of this, my friend,’ I said. “But this is worth a great 
deal of reflection. For if the Lord had united only flesh to himself, would not 
our salvation have been in danger, in the greatest degree?” 

* “Surely? 

+ “The soul, after all? I said, “in my opinion, is most in need of purification, 
and was taken up for this reason: because being the first [element] to be affected 
by passion, it was also the first to be condemned.” 

*“You speak God's truth,” he said. 

+ “He assumed, then, in a substantial way, the whole human being, composed 
of body and rational, intelligent soul, and so worked the salvation of the whole 
human being, purifying like by like? 

* “These are fine and perfect things that you say,” he remarked. 

+ But I said to him: “Well, then, if he took on a soul, did he not take on mine? 
And yet if he did take mine, and it was not essentially like mine in every respect, 
then surely what was saved was something other than my soul.” 


* “Obviously, he said; “for what had to be saved was clearly that soul, which 
he was found to be exactly like.” 

+ “In the same way,’ I said, “if he also took flesh, is it not mine? But if it is 
mine, but changed in some way, there would be a difference; and if it couldn't be 
affected in the same way and agree in all respects with our bodies, then surely 
salvation would have belonged to that kind of flesh which he decided that the 
flesh he had united with himself ought to resemble.” 

*“Who, he said, “has reached such a stage of madness, as not to acknowledge 
this to be true and to count those who do not agree among the damned?” 

+ “Surely those” I said, “who proclaim that it was impassible and 
incorruptible!” 

*“We do not say his body was naturally impassible, he said, “and incorruptible, 
but that it became so in its union with God the Word” 

+ “There is no difference,” I said, “between the first [theory] and the second, 
but they are equally capable 
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of doing harm, if [you insist that] the flesh of the Lord really must be free of all 
likeness to our body in its ability to experience the passivities ours does.” 

*“What makes you say that?” he asked. 

+ “Because the object of our investigation is not, I said, “simply whether it 
came to be incorruptible by union or by the constitution of its nature, but 
whether or not he preserved the marks of our nature unchanged, except for sin” 

* “He preserved them,’ he said, “insofar as its primary composition is 
concerned, and its having its origins in the Mother of God, who is our sister by 
nature and shares in every characteristic of the human frame.” 

+ I said, “Your answer needs a clearer explanation, which will show us what 
we are looking for more clearly. For I cannot understand it simply from what 
you have just said.” 

* “What did I say, then,’ he asked, “that was unclear?” 

+ “Do you mean,’ I said, “that the body of the Virgin was transformed in 
substance, and left her own nature behind by the power of the Word, so that a 
nature was united to him which was ours yet in a different state from the very 
womb; or do you mean that the Virgin remained within the characteristics 
of her nature, but that the basic elements [of Christ’s humanity]—coming, 
I mean, from the blood of the Virgin—were transformed, and so his flesh 
became incorruptible” 

* “Some,” he said, “hold to the former of these opinions—simple people, I 
suppose, who honor the Virgin more than is appropriate; but they fail to foresee 
the absurdity that results from this, and [to notice] that if something like this 
should happen to the Virgin, she would lose some of her very suitability for 
being his mother.” 

+ “What you say is very true,’ I agreed. “For once incorruptibility were 
established, it would not have become capable of childbearing and of giving 
physical birth. The coming down of the Spirit did not remove or prevent the 
Virgin's ability to beget a child; on the contrary, it led her in a supernatural way 
to a conception which was accomplished without human seed. And it seems to 
me we should consider this, as well: if, in their view, the Virgin became incor- 
ruptible at the coming of the Spirit, she would perhaps have become the root 
of incorruptibility for our race, but not the divine shoot who grew from her.” 

*“You ve made an excellent point,” he said, “For the rest of the Virgin's life, as 
it is narrated, doesn’t suggest an immediate transformation of her natural state. 
The coming of the Spirit upon her produced purity 
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of soul and holiness of body, but did not bring about in her a change of essence 
or nature” 


+ “And add this to what we have already said, I remarked. “The Spirit filled 
the Virgin with his fertilizing power, so that her nature might have, in a 
supernatural way, the power of bearing uncultivated fruit, and a shoot springing 
supernaturally from a virginal root.” 

*“Excellent, my friend,’ he said. 

+ “Now it is time, then, my good colleague,” I said, “to examine together, in a 
friendly and gentle way, what follows from this. For if we agree that the Virgin 
always remained the same on the level of nature, and did not change her state 
to something else, different from what she had possessed from the beginning, 
then did not the pledge of our nature, who came from her, experience the 
temporal process of gestation in nature's order and way?” 

* “Certainly,” he said. 

+ “Put together and formed, little by little, in the Virgin’s womb,’ I said, “he 
came by the law of childbirth to realize the complete perfection of an infant, as 
one can even hear in the Gospel text, “The days of her bearing him were fulfilled’ 
‘Then a strange miracle, without precedent, in connection with his birth, as with 
his first conception: his birth did not destroy her virginity, nor did her virginity 
stand in the way of her giving birth” 


*“You speak God’s truth,” he said. 

+ “But, I said, “just as the conception which took place above our nature was 
not totally separate from what is ours, so the birth, which contained an element 
of paradox, did not change the nature of him who was born for our sakes, but 
both branch and fruit grew up similar to the womb who had borne him.” 

*“Now we, he said, “believe this about the flesh of the Lord: that at the very 
beginning of his conception, just as he came into the womb of the Virgin, that 
which was assumed was transformed, too, to incorruptibility. For how would it 
have been possible for that flesh not to put off its corruptible nature, when it 
was joined to the incorruptible word?” 
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+ “You rather seem,’ I said, “to be forgetting your own words, my friend. For 
you agreed before that the Virgin Mother of God remained unchanged, and 
that the Creator of time did not refuse to be shaped and dwell in the virgin 
womb for the appointed time of human conception. How, then, did he who 
accepted to dwell in his mother’s bowels and who fulfilled the terms of 
childbirth—while the Virgin herself was not superior to us in anything except 
holiness—change his mind, as it were, and spurn the nature of his own body, 
precisely at the moment when it concurred unchangeably in every way with the 
body of her who bore it?” 

*“Everyone, he said, “would agree with these principles, But in our opinion, 
it belongs to right belief to hold that he took a corruptible body from the womb 
of the Virgin, and immediately changed it to incorruptibility.’ 

+ “And where,’ I asked, “are the limits and the duration of his sharing our 
life—that of which we most stand in need—if he has [simply] exhibited, ‘in a 
moment and in the twinkling of an eye, the likeness to us which you admit, and 
then quickly altered it? We did not need simply this, after all, but that the Lord 
should have associated continually with us, and have gone the whole way, 
through all the experiences that human nature begins with and progresses 
through, until it comes to its proper end.” 

* “What would prevent that from happening,” he asked, “even if the union 
had made his body impassible?” 

+ “And how,’ I said to him, “can he have lived with men and women to begin 
with, or have accepted suffering for our sakes, if he refused, from the first 
moment of union, to be able to suffer like us or to be mortal?” 

* “He suffered,’ he answered, “but not, surely, by natural necessity, but by 
reason of the divine plan, as the Word permitted suffering” 

+I said that what he had said was no different from a riddle. “For how did he 
have a nature that was above suffering, yet allow himself to suffer what belongs 
to the nature of flesh, in a way beyond nature? For if the union with the Word 
endowed the flesh with impassibility, he would not have taken away what had 
once been given and allotted to it. Furthermore, if [the flesh] gained a share in 
incorruptibility from its union with the Word, this would be just a step short of 
wrongfully daring to split apart the supernatural and wonderful union. For that 
which was impassible because of the union would not have been able to suffer, 
unless 
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the union had first been abolished, just as there would be no darkness, if the 
source and cause of light did not withdraw. To put it simply, nothing which 
proceeds from a sustaining cause can remain in its effects, unless the cause itself 
is present. And consider this: if he endured being joined to one who suffers, he 
would have endured being joined to a passible body.” 

* “What?” he said to us; “did the flesh suffer, not because of the will of the 
Word, but because it was subject to the law of the flesh?” 

+ “Who would dare to say,’ I said in reply, “that any natural occurrences 
should happen to his flesh without the consent of the Logos, and not rather that 
he permitted a nature which was naturally equipped to suffer to undergo, with- 
out sin, what was natural to it? For it was not naturally superior to suffering, and 
only became able to suffer because of the Word. Just the opposite: there are 
times when it rose above its natural sufferings, when the Word afforded to it the 
power to overcome sufferings, as often happened. As a result, the natural union 
of the Word to flesh was inseparable, completely indivisible; but freedom from 
suffering was not always accessible to his body. For he did not have his 
impassibility from the union, but from the will of him who was united and who 
occasionally allowed this for some good purpose. If this were not true, we 
would have to profess one of two things: either that he simply never suffered at 
all, but was naturally impassible because of the union, or that when he suffered 
he was totally cut off from the union.” 

* “Tf, then,” he said, “according to your argument the flesh had a passible 
nature and [therefore] suffered other things and even death because of it, our 
reason for boasting, which we had from that humanity because it suffered for 
us, will pass away and perish.” 

+ “There are two ways,’ I said, “in which we speak about the Lord’s flesh 
suffering for our sake, my friend: first, that suffering occurred in its case with 
the permission of the Word (for he could have prevented it, but did not, 
according to the great Athanasius); and 
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second, that because it was revealed to be above all sin it did not have to die on 
its own account—since death entered first of all because of sin, and has per- 
vaded all of human nature ‘because all have sinned, according to Paul. For there 
is not, and has never been at any age, a human soul clean of voluntary or 
involuntary sin, but even the souls of the saints, I should say, have surely 
admitted some small stain of sin, if not in action, at least in thought. And this 
can be clearly heard in our Lord’s teaching, where he says: “The ruler of this 
world is coming, and in me he has nothing’ For in saying ‘in me’ and ‘nothing; 
he has explicitly shown that he alone remained free of all sin, even sin of the 
mind. Therefore the punishment for sin, finding no ground in him, stood still 
and was circumscribed, and from then on withdrew from those under its 
sentence. For death died, when it tasted of sinless flesh. But to think that a 
flesh that was naturally impassible and immortal voluntarily admitted what 
did not belong to its nature, first of all ignores the fact that willing and not 
willing is not proper to flesh, but to the rational soul, in which the independence 
of the will and its inclination to both sides is discovered; and secondly, [people 
who think this] make the flesh blameworthy, wishing what is contrary to nature, 
and choosing what it is not made to choose; and this is the ultimate definition 
of sin. 


“And let us not leave this unmentioned, that of the three causes we discern, 
from which every activity is produced—one kind of activity is that which 
comes from a natural power, one from the deviation from natural habit, and the 
third is observed in ascent and progress towards the better—of these, one is, 
and is called, natural, one preternatural, and the third supernatural. The 
preternatural, by its very name, is an aberration from natural habits and powers, 
and damages both the substance itself and its natural activities; the natural is 
produced from unimpeded causal operation, relying upon nature; the super- 
natural leads upward and elevates, and strengthens [the subject] for more 
perfect things—things which it could not achieve if it remained within its 
natural functions. But the supernatural does not abrogate the natural, but leads 
_ it onwards and sets it in motion to be able both to carry out its own functions, 
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and to accept in addition the power to do what is above it.” 

* “Clarify what you are saying with a homely example; for my mind has not 
yet grasped it” 

+ “Consider it this way,’ I said. “[It is] just as one finds, among things made 
by human skills, that art changes what is made, and brings the natural lack of 

. form in the underlying material to a more beautiful shape and condition, call- 

ing it forth to greater usefulness. For art bestows what nature did not have. So 
flutes and lyres and instruments like them are forced by art to make music; so, 
too, the plastic arts change gold and other materials into ten thousand kinds of 
beasts, and even to human shapes; and the mechanical arts, again, contrive 
astronomical spheres and sundials and the like. It would be a long task to 
enumerate the kinds of things to which the creative reason adds the beauty 
and usefulness of art, while nature remains within its boundaries and is not at 
all injured. And in the same way, if we may take lowly things, bearing a distant 
echo of the truth, as an example of divine and lofty things, you may think of 
the flesh of the Lord: the laws of its nature remained uninjured, even after the 
supernatural and wonderful union, yet it received what was above its nature, 
so that neither was divided from the other or got in the other's way. For there 
is no place for what is above nature, if nature does not act naturally, And the 
miracle would cease to be a miracle, if nature were changed to what is above 
nature. Any love of glory which does violence to the truth becomes pride.” 


* “That is what I think, too,” he said; “but I see it this way: that the sufferings 
were experienced by the Lord’s flesh by way of a miracle, while his lack of 
suffering and indestructibility rested on unfailing laws of nature.” 

+“And where,’I said, “do you get this from, my friend? Who is the oracle who 
suggested this strange wisdom to you? Don’t you know that a law of nature is 
not what is rare, but what is constant, or at least what is most often observed and 
what endures? For the Lord dwelt among us in the flesh thirty-three whole 
years, and glorified humanity by not deviating at all from what is ours, eating 
and drinking and sleeping and 
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naturally accepting all the other things that prove the truth of the body he took. 
And he began to work miracles when he was thirty years old, not before. For no 
one should propose that the Lord’s actions as a child, coming out of a child’s 
mind, were miraculous; no: that age offers both the perfect test of virtue and the 
perfect moment for teaching, when he proclaimed what is, for us, truly the 
Good News, and added credibility to his inspired teachings by sealing his words 
with the marvelous proof of miracles. 

“And even then, he appeared still to need the natural and innocent things of 
the body—so much so that he had the reputation for being a ‘glutton and a 
drinker? fulfilling the measure of his needs just as we do. And what do you say 
about the fact that he always appeared in our form, associating with the crowds 
and not differing from the mass of people in appearance at all? For “the crowd 
pressed upon him,’ as Peter said. And he who betrayed him gave the sign, by 
which he would be recognized to those who wished to kill God, because—as 
one of our own has remarked—of the external similarity of the Lord to his 
disciples. ‘These things happened in a kind of natural order and sequence, from 
the first moment of his birth up to his ascent onto the cross and his three-day 
burial; but to reveal the divinity which had not yet been shown to the 
crowds, he began to work new, miraculous signs concerning his body—rare 
occurrences, in relation to the whole course [of his life]—to show, as I say, his 
own divinity, while not abrogating the reality of his body. So he walked on the 
sea without sinking, and was transfigured on the mountain, and before this 
he remained without food for forty whole days, and forgot completely about 
natural necessities; he sprang forth from a virgin’s womb, while the flower 
of her virginity was preserved intact. He worked these wonders to prove the 
treasure [he possessed], not to destroy or transform what he had taken in 
addition. To put it in a nutshell, he performed indescribable miracles as proof 
of the divinity which overshadowed him; but his sufferings, and before them 
his conception and birth and infancy, his growing in age, and each of the other 
things which occurred by the law of nature in his bodily life, showed him to be 
a true human being, of the same substance as we are. But let me add something 
which almost escaped my mind” 

* “Say it, by all means, he said. 
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+ “It strikes me,’ I said, “as right, and as something that would seem religious 

truth to all, that just as the Lord of all, when he shared what was his with the 
flesh, remained undiminished in himself and steadfastly retained the position 
that is his by nature, so too his humanity, remaining in its own natural bounds 
and holding on to its natural powers and activities, and not departing from our 
common, innocent passions, and [so] in its very being laying down the 
_ definition of human perfection, shared all the riches which came from the 
Word—or rather, having the very fount of riches in the Word, it poured forth 
from itself all that the Word possesses, because of the Word. Surely we do not 
imagine we are saying something great about the flesh of the Lord, by attributing 
to it what does it no honor and removes honor from us? For it is no glory for the 
Word to deprive his flesh of our characteristics, while it remains among us; nor 
does it give glory to his humanity, which is akin to us, to treat its passibility like 
- ours with contempt, unless we are to fall away from the ideal of imitating it. It is 
~ also no great thing to add to the flesh of the Lord things which will exist in just 
and unjustalike after the resurrection—I mean immortality and incorruptibility, 
and before them the quality of not hungering or thirsting or needing sleep. For 
it is possible to say truly, on this point, that his glory is in the shame of those 
who, by their concern for honor, dishonor both us and the flesh of the Lord— 
him by depriving his flesh of our characteristics, and us by depriving us of what 
we have from his flesh. For that flesh that gives glory by suffering will not share 
its glory, if it does not suffer with us.” 

* “Look,” he said: “even now, though you haven't intended it, you have 
distinguished the corruptible from the passible. For in the realm of punishment, 
the bodies of sinners suffer along with their souls, but even when they suffer 
they are not subject to death or decay; from this, it is obvious that the corruptible 
is not the same as the passible, if they also suffer but are not destroyed.” 

+ “But, my friend? I said, “I do not say that every suffering whatsoever 
corrupts the sufferer, but only certain kinds, in certain people. I would not say, 
then, that it is proper to the punishments of Hades, and the painful sensations 
that come from them, to corrupt the nature that undergoes them; if 1 may speak 
boldly, pain even contributes something towards the lasting endurance of those 
being punished. One can see this same thing happening in 
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medical drugs: they seethe up and warm the nature, stimulating it in its depths, 
and do not allow it to waste away in numbness, but they preserve it by pain and 
bring it to firmness and density by irritation, But the human, natural sufferings 
of the body, which the Lord accepted, were such as to waste the flesh, to weary 
and distress it, and in the end to break it down, which we know is what happened 
on the cross. And corruption follows upon dissolution, as far as nature is 
concerned, Human sufferings, then, were able to cause pain to his nature, to do 
violence to its unity, and in the end to bring about separation and subject it to 
decay; in all of these things the Lord ‘shared, just like us; according to the great 
doctrine of the Apostle” 


* “What else,’ he said, “are you trying to argue and prove by what you have 
said, except that since Christ is passible—precisely by his bodily nature, not by 
the divine will—he is also necessarily corruptible? It doesn’t escape me that this 
is what you're building up to! But we would never accept that, not even if you 
say countless things beyond what you have said already. We must rather believe 
the leader of the apostles, Peter, and also the inspired king and chief prophet 
David, when they insist that his flesh ‘did not see corruption.” 

+ “Since you are departing from human arguments and persuasion,’ I said, 
“however belatedly, and are taking refuge in the holy Scriptures, we, too, can 
remember a prophetic saying which seems to say the opposite to yours; explain 
that to us now, I beg you.” 

*“Tell me just which one you mean,’ he said. 

+ “That saying of the inspired Jeremiah, I said to him in reply, “which he 
utters in the Lamentations, when he shows by prophetic proclamation the one 
who will save us from lamentation: ‘Christ the Lord; he says, ‘was included in 
our corruption’ And one can find the same thought expressed by the prophet 
speaking in the person of the Lord, when he says, ‘What benefit is there in my 
blood, in my going down to corruption?’ For the inscription of the psalm, and 
the whole sequence of its sayings, urges us to think of the Lord as mystically 
prefigured by the psalm, according to the explanation of the theologians. But 
even Peter himself appears on the scene, 
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speaking very seriously to those who refuse to believe in the resurrection of the 
Savior and saying that [God] ‘raised him so that he would never return to 
corruption; and this ‘never returning to corruption’ shows that the one of 
whom he says these things was not invulnerable to decay. Don’t you think that 
this is contrary to what you argued before, and that it involves us in the bonds 
of still greater perplexity?” 

*“Tn truth,” he said, “this is full of obscurity, unless it can find someone to 
interpret and straighten out the seeming discrepancy in these texts, with an eye 
towards the truth.” 

+ “Come on, then, my excellent fellow,’ I said: “you open up the darkened 
meaning of these texts accurately and reveal the truth to us, whether you have 
it on your own or have borrowed it from someone else.” 

* “You don't seem to have found a good or plausible reason,” he said, “for 
wrapping the truth in greater obscurity by your contradictory texts, so that the 
difficulty leads to ambiguity and the ambiguity quietly smuggles in the confession 
of falsehood. As for me, whether some argument explains the confusion between 
the texts or not, I will not abandon my own opinion, since the inspired Scripture 
cries out in clear terms that his soul was not abandoned to Hades, and that his 
flesh did not see corruption.” 


+ “Was it as one naturally capable of corruption,’ I said to him, “that he did 
not see corruption? Tell me if this is not right” 

*“As one not capable of it, he said, right away and with no reservations. 

+ “Well,” I said, “surely you must affirm this same thing about his soul; for 
the prophet gave thanks for both together, in the person of the Savior, when 
he said that his soul would not be abandoned to Hades, nor his body see 
corruption” 

* “Indeed, he said, “I would say the same about the soul of the Lord, because 
it was not naturally suited to remain in Hades”” 

+ “Well? I said, “do we not concede that his soul descended to Hades?” 

* He replied, “I would not deny that, but he was not at all capable of being 
held there.” 
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+ “Does the soul of the Lord differ in nature from our souls?” I asked. 


* “It is not that it differs,’ he said, “but that when it was united with the Lord 
it became superior to the power of Hades to retain it, and stronger [than 
Hades]. 

+ “So then, I said, “it was not through its nature (for he had a like nature to 
all other souls) but through the divinity of the Word, with which he descended 
into Hades, that he was not only exempt from being retained there, but even 
broke the bonds of those who were detained there, and who believed in him.” 

*“So it was, he said. 

+ “We can make similar conclusions,’ I said, “about the flesh of the Lord: 
namely, that as far as the likeness of nature between his flesh and the bodies of 
all other men and women is concerned, as he died, so he was capable of corrup- 
tion; but the fact that he was not corrupted is a sign not of a change in nature 
but of the almighty, effective power of the divine influence—just as his walking 
on the sea was not a revelation of the nature of his body, but a sign of his divi- 
nity. So that dying is proper to the nature of the body, but not being corrupted 
indicates the power of the divinity.” 

*“T think this is true myself,’ [he said]. 

+ “Why on earth,’ I said to him, “do you ‘draw straight and not also cut 
straight, as the saying runs, by attributing the characteristics of nature to the 
flesh, but what is above nature to the ineffable and supernatural power of the 
Word? For in this way you will have solved the discrepancy of these texts we 
have seen and strike the truth itself, by saying that he was in his natural 
constitution ‘involved in our corruption and that he‘descended into corruption; 
by being born in places and circumstances that cause corruption, but that he 
‘did not see corruption; because the Word prevented him from experiencing 
this, in order that incorruption, along with other blessings, might be the choice 
gift of the grace of resurrection. Incorruption began with him and in him, after 
all, but was extended and will be extended to the whole of the human mass, 
since he, being its first fruit, has fermented the whole mass into himself” 

*“That Christ suffered,’ he said, “we hear from the testimony of holy Scripture, 
and that Christ is passible in his flesh, the lofty thoughts of Paul 
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tell us. But no passage of Scripture so clearly hands on to us that Christ was 
corruptible, in so many words; nor does his being ‘involved in corruption, 
surely, mean this.’ 

+ “Well, then,” I said to him, “does the Scripture say only that he suffered, or 
also that he was begotten of the Virgin, according to the flesh?” 

* “This, too,” he said, “is part of what we confess. For how else could we 
understand the phrase, “Ihe Book of the Ancestry of Jesus Christ’?” 

+ “Well, then,’ I said, “in addition to his having suffered, you agree that his 
birth is proclaimed by the Scriptures?” 

*“T agree,’ he said. 

+ “What else? Do we not also learn of his bodily growth from the Scripture?” 
I said. 

* “Surely, he said. 

+ “And do you think,” I said to him, “that what those outside our community 
call ‘alteration’ stems from the ability to suffer, or not?” 

*“Where do we find that in the Scripture?” 

+ “We are guided,” I said, “by the Savior’s own words when he says openly, 
“The spirit is willing, but the flesh is weak; and again the divine Apostle says of 
him, ‘If he was crucified from weakness, yet he lives from the power of God. 
What else is weakness but an alteration and change of a habitual power? 
And the great Isaiah says, ‘A man living in suffering, and knowing how to bear 
weakness;’ and a little later on, “We saw him, and he did not possess form or 
glory; but his form was dishonorable, lacking in comparison with the children 
of men and women. Is it possible to call this deficiency and weakness anything 
else than alteration arising from suffering, which the body undergoes, becoming 
pale and no longer preserving the color which naturally blooms on the body, all 
because the warmth has withdrawn to the innermost depths and because its 
appearance has become cool and changed from color to pallor, because of the 
contraction of the blood-supply?” 

*“You speak correctly, he said; “and you seem to me, in all this, to be imitating 
the great Basil, when he gives a physiological description of the passive 
experiences of the body.’ 
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+ “Nothing else of what I said is my own, either,’ I said; “but I have taken 
everything from the Fathers. But if you wish, let us examine what follows.” 

* “What?” he said. 

+ “If [his] birth? I said, “and growth and alteration are clearly given in holy 
Scripture, let us examine the other things which are connected with them, to 

- see if we can find them, too, in the divine writings.” 

* “T understand what you are working up to,” he said; “for having reached 
agreement on the Lord’s power of movement from place to place, you are now 
trying to prove something about [his] diminution and corruption—which is 
not, in my opinion, a correct conclusion.” 

+“You are right,’I said,“for you spot our weakness; but when we support the 
truth, it supports us against the powers that seek to overwhelm her. Do you 
think that hungering and thirsting are an appetite for food and drink?” 

*“T think so,” he said. 

+“Do you not assume that appetites happen to be for things that are lacking?” 
Lasked. 

*“Yes. For what else is an appetite, but the desire for something missing, to fill 
up what has been depleted?” 

+ “You have defined appetite very well. For the great Basil says that the 
Lord was hungry, when solid food evaporated in his body. And you know 
clearly what follows from this. For we say that the respite of sleep is nothing 
else than the relaxation of the perceptive spirit, just as exertion is the tension 
of the muscles and nerves, Natural powers are diminished and used up in 
these parts of the body, and need sleep to reacquire the vital and perceptive 
powers, and relaxation, so that the sinews of the feet or the hands or of the 
whole body may be loosened, when the body is worn out from walking 
or from the strain connected with other kinds of work. Nature seeks after 
food and drink, when the solid and liquid elements, from which we are 
composed, are dissipated and need replenishment of what has been spent and 
has flowed away.’ 

* “It is so in our bodies, my friend,’ he said; “but these things do not hold for 
the flesh of the Lord?” 
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+ “But if these things do not hold,’ I said to him, “also for the flesh of the Lord, 
and in the same way, I would say confidently that he was not born [human] at 
all. For imagine him in a different way from us: you wouldn't say he was ever 
purely a fantasy, would you?” 

*“T would never be.so insane,’ he said; “these things were truly his qualities, 
_ but at the consent of the Word, who imposed it upon his flesh.” 

+“You speak rightly,’I said to him; “for if one were to say or to think anything 
else than that natural passibilities were experienced by his flesh with the 
permission of the Word, one ({still] could not hit upon a superior form of 
change.” 

*“So we believe, too,” he said; “for God is incomprehensible to human beings, 
if he wishes to be.” 

+ “If you grant, then, my good man,’I said, “birth and alteration and growth 
and physical motion to the body of the Lord, tell me what prevents you from 
granting it the rest of what follows?” 

*“You mean,’ he said, “according to your argument, that he was corrupted?” 

+ “Not at all” I answered him. 

*“What do you mean?” he said. 

+ “That would be irreverent,” I said. 

* “Why?” he said. 

+ “For the reason,’ I said, “that he had to taste of our sufferings, even as far as 
the very experience of death, yet not actually take part in corruption, but as he 
possessed in all things both what is ours and what is above us, so also in death. 
For dying belongs to us, and is the cure of our mortality; but not being corrupted 
belongs to the superior power of the Word, who prevented the experience [of 
corruption], not at all permitting the flesh to be corrupted, so that this might 
also be transferred from his flesh to us,and become the cause of ourincorruption. 
For non-corruption is proper to his unconquerable power, and happened in 
virtue of a miracle, not by the law of nature?’ 

* “But,” he said, “the Lord is also called ‘the new Adam? How could he be 
called this, if he had not borne the body of the first man? The first man was 
incorruptible before the fall; therefore the body of the Lord, too, was incorrup- 
tible, for it always remained sinless.” 

+ “Whether the body of the first man,” I said, “happened to be incorruptible 
or not, I for one will not say, as long as they feel no shame in not attributing the 
immortality of the first man 
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to the Lord, too. For surely they will concede that he died, unless they are 
ready to bear the whole charge of making him a fantasy. I would maintain 
very boldly that the Lord took on the same kind of body, not only as the first 
man’s, but also as ours—for he did not come for his sake only, but also for 
ours. Since the sickness is common, it would be very illogical to resemble one 
but differ from all the others, who need his similarity in all things, for the sake 
of their healing. 


“And how, my friend, did the body of the first man get to be incorruptible at 
all? For it did not have immortality as part of its constitution; much less, then, 
did it have incorruptibility, since I assume it would not have needed the tree of 
life—of whose use sin deprived it, as the Fathers tell us, because humanity 
would have become immortal by partaking of its life-giving fruit. But now is 
not the time to discuss these things, since Adam's constitution is not a matter of 
dogma. What lies before our investigation now is that the Lord hypostatically 
united such flesh to himself, as the condemned [Adam] was seen to have after 
the fall, and as we all [have] who come from the same mass. For he did not come 
to save a sinless Adam, that he [i.e., Adam] might become like him, but the one 
who had sinned and fallen, that by suffering with him he might raise him up 
with himself. How else did he pay the debt for us, or revoke our downfall, or 
become a paradigm of virtue and present to all the definition of the best way of 
behavior in himself, the most perfect life?” 

*“And how,’ he said, “could anyone imitate the life of the Lord?” 

+“The unchanging likeness,’ I said, “of the Lord’s flesh to ours, make possible 
our imitation of him, so that it is possible for Paul and his adherents to say, 
‘Become imitators of me, as I am of Christ; and for the Lord himself to say, 
‘Learn from me, for I am gentle and humble of heart? Nor indeed would death, 
having died through the Lord’s death, ever have kept its distance from the rest 
of us, if it had not attacked one completely like him who long ago succumbed 
to it; once it happened to taste of him, its ‘teeth were so much set on edge, as the 
saying goes, that it never 
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dared to seize those who resembled him, and vomited forth those whom it 
had digested before. For the action of a drug, I think, clearly demonstrates its 
nature: and it was those of a completely like nature whom he forced the 
devourer to vomit forth. How could the law of combat have been observed in 
the contest which was undertaken, if the nature being tested was not naturally 
similar to him who fell? For to fight contrary to the laws of the match is not 
to conquer but to abuse; and the law of the match is to throw him who 
formerly won, through him who formerly fell, and so to label the former 
victory defeat. 

“And how are we to imitate him who possessed the summit of virtue 
proportionate to the very difference of his instrument, if we are required to be 
like the incorruptible in a passible and corruptible body? This would seem to be 
similar to someone's being required by law to carry out the metalworker’s art 
with carpenters’ tools! For if this were the case, our failure to imitate God would 
be completely blameless. The model would not be a near one, and as a result 
those who imitated it would surpass the master, having lived and struggled in a 
weaker nature. I will not even mention the fact that one cannot find the laws of 
practical human virtue in an incorruptible body, which, because it is above 
human passions, does not have hunger and therefore needs no temperance, has 
no labor and therefore needs no patience, has no pride and therefore needs no 
humility, nor is anything else like this a trouble for it—lest we waste time 
prolonging such details, It is no great assertion to say that it is impossible to find 
a demonstration of virtue in a nature which is incorruptible and lacking 
nothing. For there is no struggle for a nature which cannot suffer; and if there 
is no struggle, there is no victory; and if no victory, there are no crowns. This is 
the magnitude of silliness to which the fine concept of incorruptibility has led 
you!” 

* “It would completely upset the great mystery of the union,’ he said, “if the 
Word did not bestow the gift of incorruptibility on his own body from the 
beginning, but, in the same way as [he gives it] to us, stored incorruptibility up 
for later?” 

+ “Tt would be worthy of greater reverence,’ I said, “to say that the exaltation 
of the Lord and his being seated at [God's] right hand 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


35 


382 IIPOX TOYS APOAPTOAOKHTOYS 


[1352 A] aAAa. px) €x mpwrys Evcbcews: od yap Agus Ewovye GAAD ws 
auTov TroTE weyaduvery, 

* AMM ci kai robT0 yeyevpnabar ovpPeByKev, elev, v0 av Hv Te evredOev 
aA€ov Hiv. 

+ Tod 8x) ya piv; eizrov eyed. 

* Avorurep, py, unde ovTws olkovopotvpeba, unde Tap ary EdOds riyv 
TPWT HY VEVVNALY, ELTE THY PUALKHY, ELTE THY O1d. TOD BamTiopaTos, 7 TAY 
ovpavar Hiv didorat Baorreia. 

+ Tavry por didov, mpos adbrov etmov, Kal To THs aplapaias exeww 
pvoTnpiov. Tis yap hv Kal ypela THY eis TO EES aUTOV TOALTELav avaAaBeiv, 
exdvTwy nudy év adr@ Kata THY mpwrnv SidzAaoww THY TOO TavTés 
pvornpiou reAciwour; Ei yap wy Taira oUTws, ovde Tacav yeyernabat dv 
[B] Huds rHv oikovomiav edpioxomer, GAN adTo Kovov TO TOU UOTHpioU 
7 pooip.tov. 

* [Tds, py, ToOTO Aéyers; Ob yap 51) Tob pybevros cuvinm. 

+ “Ori ye 84) Kata TOvs Gods, €pnv,Adyous, capKwoels wev €orat Ou Has 
kal tHv evredbev yutv apbapolav, memoAvrevpévos b€ Tabuv TE Kal 
avaoras odk old”av0”drov. Ei dé oxomds ev Hv TOV TECdvTA avaoTHoa 
Kal €k Gavarov Avtpwoacbat Kal eis Conny KaAéoat Kal dvaBiwou, 
apbdpry TE KaraAapmpivar odpart, Tatra dé jeiy ovx (eTepus 
TEPLEViVETO, [L1) obx! Too Kupiou ev Th idia oapki ToUTwWY EKAOTOV 
erderéapevov: tatty O€ mavra Kal? duds ex mpwTns Evdcews dr Tob 
Kuplou reréAearau,70 [C] éavtod oda zpos apbapotay wetaKxepacavros: 
exouev e€ adris apa Tod wvornpiou Tis mpwrns dpyis TO mav Tob 
pevarnpiov, Kal mrepit7? Aourdv 4 EFAs oixovopta. “Qomep yap «i dia 
TMpwToU PapydKou TeAEia Tois Kdpvovow vylea TpocyivorTo, TEpiTT?) 
Aowrdv 4 peta Tabdra Tois iatpois éemiternSevpern Kata THs ama 
VEVLKNMLEVNS Gppwartias amovdn, TOV avTOV 51) TpOTFOD, Ei EK THS EVWGEWS 
THs Mpos THY GapKaTd THs Aplapaias eviKev Hiv dyabdv, mEepiTry ACG 
 Aowry) TOU wuaTypiou TEpiodos. 


AM oiwat robT0 mdoyxew buds dyvoobyras, OTt GANos prev 6 Adyos THs 
ovawmoews TOU awparos, AAXos dé 6 THS EvWoEwS TPdTOS, Kal OTL TO [LEV 
bmqpkev abt@ ex tis tod [vetuaros mapovoias Kal evdnias, 
Snuroupyixa@s [D] adro diarAarrovons, 7d b€ ovK Ex THS TOU Adyou 
evepyelas, GAN’ 


VO 1 GAdy mws: AAiTas O 3 yevéobarV 6 eddv0 7 «tre! fortasse 
secludendum 9 traity:  toitTo O 17 6é om. O re 6 ©O 
18 of8a O 21 mepieyévero V* 22 duds: ds O 24 dpa om. O 
25 eéfs: St quds O yap: odv O 26 vyeia O mpoceyivero V 


34 SnutovpynxdsO airaO 


Contra Aphthartodocetas 383 


happened after some time, but not from the first moment of union; for to me, at 
least, it would be wrong to magnify his praise any other way.” 

* “Well? he said, “if this is how it happened, there is no further benefit for 
+ “Why is that?” I asked. 

* “Because, he said, “we too are [then] not graced in this way, nor is the 
Kingdom of heaven given to us directly with the first moment of birth, either 
our natural birth or the birth of baptism.” 

+ “Let me,’ I said, “have my share in the mystery of incorruptibility in this 
way. For what need would there be for him to continue to share our life, if we 
possessed, through him, the perfection of the whole mystery at the moment of 
our creation? For if this is not so [i.e. that he continued to share our life], then 
we find that the whole dispensation of grace did not take place for our sakes, 
but only the beginning of the mystery.’ 

*“Why do you say that?” he asked, “I do not understand what you have said.” 

+ “Because according to your arguments,’ I said, “he will have been made 
flesh for our sakes, and for the incorruptibility resulting for us from that, but I 
don’t know what purpose will have been served by his having shared our 
sufferings and having risen. If his aim was to raise up him who had fallen and 
redeem him from death, and to call him to life and renewal and adorn him with 
an incorruptible body, these things would not have happened for us any other 
way, if the Lord had not exhibited each of these in his own flesh. But this way, 
according to you, everything has been accomplished by the Lord from the first 
moment of union, when he changed his body into incorruptibility; therefore 
from the very first beginning of the mystery we have the whole of the mystery, 
and the rest of the divine plan after that is superfluous. Just as if complete health 
were to be afforded the sick through the first dose of medicine, all the efforts 
expended after this by the surgeons against the malady, which had been 
overcome at once, would be superfluous; in the same way, if from the union 
with the flesh he had implanted in us the gift of incorruptibility, all the rest of 
the course of the mystery would be superfluous. 

“But I think you are allowing this to happen, unaware that the principle by 
which the body is formed is one thing, and the manner of union another, and 
that the one occurred for him from the presence and indwelling of the Spirit, 
who formed the body as creator, while the other was due not to the activity of 
the Word, but 
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Soxovoas alT@ adyous «is irerépav Siva AeAuKdres Stamrophoes.. 
A€vobpev b€ Tovs evrevEopevous THOSE RUDY TO pweTpiw ouvraypate Tpds 
tas Tav Ilatépwv tepas dvadpapeiv mpaypateias, e€ dv Kal Huets tas” 
d&popuas etAnpores TADTA YEeypapnKapeEV, Kal TAS YPHOELS TPOS THY TAV. 
cipnyevuw BeBaiwow rapebéuefa. Aoin S¢ 6 Kipios dyorépots Tots 
péepeci, prdadn bas Kai kaTa7d avTot BovAnua Cnroio: Kat drepevvarpevors; 
[C] guparilouevyy abrois edpeiv ray dAnOevav, Aris €ati “Xproros 6 emt 
Tava Geos, dy ddéa kai 76 Kparos eis Tos aidvas. Anny. 


1-3 (7o joer ... eipyxxev): fontem non repperi; cf. autem Leont. Hier. Adv. Nest. 4.19 (PG... 


86.1684 B1-C3), 7-10 (o¥ée ... wepirBecxev): fontem non repperi, C£ autem Proclum 
Constantinopolitanum (ACO I, 1.1.103.13); Sev. Ant, Ad Neph. 2 [CSCO 120.33.176], A. 
Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus, 11/2, 240, n. 137 30-31 Rom. 9.5 

VO 1latré O 2 éywphyynoev O 4 ovetay O 5 mpooeiAnnras: 
tTpocephmrat O 6 evoke: kaT@Ker O 8 oixodopias O 17 bikis O 8 
gavwrdrous VO; txt. Mai émipepeaBbar O 18 ante cuypurjs add. mpds adriy O 
23 Sindéypeda V* 26 dvadpapety ante fepds transp. O 27 yeypdpapev O-: 


28 6om.V 31 post kpdros add. dua te Marpi calta dyio Tvetuari O 
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to the complete and essential union of the Word with him. For the power of the 
Spirit provided fertility to the Virgin, as one of our party said very elegantly, and 
the formation of his body was achieved by the Holy Spirit, through his creative 
activity, while the material of its substance was taken from the Mother of God. 
But the Word dwelt in the temple made for him by the Spirit from the beginning 
of its formation, not waiting—as someone once rightly put it—for the 
completion of the temple; but being joined to it in the workshop of nature at the 
first beginning of the ineffable work of God, he built the whole edifice up 
around himself. He did not enter from outside into a body already made, but 
formed it around himself, and so bore our image. 


“One cannot, then, recognize the peculiar character of his body from its 
union with the Word, but from the power of the Spirit, which shaped and 
formed it, apart from the organs that engender nature; but his sinlessness and 
all his holiness, his complete union and identification with the whole 
[personality] of the one who assumed him, and his being and being called one 
Son, and exhibiting the glorious signs of a Son’s peculiar character: these things 
his organic union with the Word accomplished—things which are unalterably 
blessed, because the union is inseparable. So that we recognize the subsistence 
and character of his body from the action of the Spirit, but we know the union 
not from the simple activity of the Word, so much as from the substantial 
identification [of the body] with the Word himself” 


All this is what we said to the one who recently met us, in the attempt to solve, 
as far as we could, difficulties which seemed to him insuperable. We ask those 
who read through this little treatise of ours to turn to the sacred works of the 
Fathers, from which we too took our start in writing these things, and excerpts 
from which we now append, in support of what we have said. And may the Lord 
grant to both parties, who search and question in their love of truth and in 
compliance with his will, to find the truth as it is shown them, [the truth] which 
is “Christ, the God over all,” to whom be glory and power for all ages. Amen. 
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IITPOOIMION TQN XPHSEQN 


Erevdnrep Xpiorod xdpire Tas pev ex THY mpoTdcewy mUavoryras els 
ddvapywv AcddKaper, dreaxopeba dé Kal Tals TAY dpyaiwy wapTupiais 7d 
mLaTov Tois cipnuevots errd€ewv, duTdbev Séyou THY papTupimy TOV €opoy 
ovppwvov Kal 4ewovawpevor, 77s dAnbelas dvaxpovdpevov 70 eos. Ei 
dé Tis, THY oikeiay ovveidnow mareiv pepabyKas, Tas ev Tap’ Hudy 
éxrefeicas paptupias mapaKxpoverar, GAAas d€ Tivas mpopepor THV 
adTav, Ws Av oinrat, UaxoLevas, EKELVO T POS AVTOV TPWTOV EimeEtv EXOLED, 
[D] ws apa rods Ilarépas ovyxpovuwy kal eis dvripaow adrods éavTadv 
[1356 A] ayew TrELp@LEVOS, mpopavas Tov Kar’ exelvwv Hpato TOAELOV, 
Kalov J uaidAov Ta. 1 Trap’ Hav averpeev 7) 7) obbe Ta. dia eBeBaiwaer.’ Emevra 
dé KaxKeivo eimety exopens as ot ovrws Tlar€pes Tis Exkdnoias Kal Too 
didacKkaAtKod xapioparos ev TH adT@ IIvedpari tov Adyov beEdpmevor 
ore mpos GAAHAoUS oUTE NPV pds EavTods SinvexOnoar- od wéya Wev yap 
eimrety OTe unde ev GAAots, HKioTa Se ev TH vov Kivouuevw mpoBAnuari, 
Kav ottw doxH Tols 6Aov exrremxdor THs duabias TOV aKparor, Kal TOV 
ris operépas weOns tAvyyov emi ro memnyos Kal vnpaALov THs TAaTpLKTS 
aAnbeias werapiBalew toAudory, ITevoréov yap ws “odK avbrol joav of 
Aadoivres, dAAd 70 [Iveta rob arpos abtdv 76 Aadody év avrois”: of 
yap [B] p1 rovodron Yevdwmvupor Kadciobar diddcKadoi eiow aé.o1, Kar’ 
avo ye To pwayeoOa Kal oracialew pds EauTods, od TO THs elpyvns 
mvedpa, TO O€ TOU evavriou Kal TH OTdaEt plrov exeLv EheyYopevot, 

ITds obv cbpioxopev Tods adrods, pyaet Tis, Kal pbaprov Kal dplaprov 
70 oa eipykdras; OdK dAAws pHoaip’ dv 7 Kara d0o TpdmoUs: OTL TE TO 
aplaprov, Kara TO THs Tpagys idiwpa, avrl tod dvapaprirou Kal 
Kabapod Kai maons THs Kata Kaxiav KnAidos amynAAaypéevov TdcceL 
eiwOecar- Kal maw ddiapdépws Kai draparnpntws Kara Tods xpovous 
To abr €xdAour Kai plaprov Kal apbaprov, Kal 6Te ev adro POaprov 
wvdopualov, mpos Tov x povov améBAerrov Tijs KaTA CapKa Oikovojias, OTE Se 
apbaprov, mpos Tov ex THS dvacTdcews Kal eis TOV E&Hs Arretpov aidva. Ei 
dé rus [C] etzrou Kal Kata Tov appaBadva rhs aplapoias Hon exe THY TOO 
Aédyov apbapoiar, 


18-19 Matt. 10,20 


VO 1 ante JIPOOIMION add. KATA A®OAPTOAOKHTON V 2 Xpiorod: 
@cotd O 6 oikelav: i8iav O 12 dvres V*" 14 GAdjAovs: GAAovs Votre’: 
odV yapom.O 15 dAdots: dAAjAoisg O —-Hceara: 4GAAov O 16 éxmemoxdat O 
18 wioreov V°" 23 rods adrods om. V 24 cipnxdras ante 76 odo. transp, O 
ante So add. rods O  7e om. V 24-25 ra aplaprw V 26 KtAisos V* 
27 eidbyoavO = ddiapbdpws O 30 ror: 7460 
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Preface to the Excerpts 


Since, by the grace of Christ, we have solved the most plausible of the 
propositions, as well as we could, and we have promised, too, to add a level of 
conviction to what we have said by the witness of the ancients, receive now 
from that source this harmonious and skillful swarm of witnesses, humming 
the tune of truth. And if anyone dares to trample on his own conscience and 
reject the witnesses we put forward, offering others by the same authors which, 
he thinks, conflict with them, we have this to say to him, first of all: by bringing 
the Fathers onto a collision course and trying to make them contradict each 
other, he has openly declared war on them; he does not overturn our arguments, 
any more than he strengthens his own. Next we want to say this: that the true 
Fathers of the Church, those who have received the word of graced teaching in 
the same Spirit, neither differ from each other nor indeed from themselves. For 
it is no great thing to say that they do not differ on other issues, and least of all 
in this problem which is now under discussion, even if it seems so to those who 
have swallowed the unmixed draft of ignorance whole, and who dare to transfer 
the giddiness of their own drunkenness to the solid and sober structure of 
traditional truth, For we must believe that “it is not they who spoke, but the 
Spirit of their Father speaking in them” (Matt. 10.20); those who are not of this 
sort are worthy to be called false teachers, because they fight and quarrel among 
themselves, and can be accused of not having the spirit of peace, but the 
opposite spirit, who loves discord. 

How shall we find the same authors, someone may ask, saying that his body 
is both corruptible and incorruptible? I would say that this is only possible in 
one of two ways: they tend to equate “incorruptible,” according to the usage of 
Scripture, with “sinless” and “pure” and “free from every stain of evil”; and 
secondly, they tended to call the same being both corruptible and incorruptible, 
without making distinctions or being careful about temporal sequence, but 
when they called him corruptible they were looking towards the time of his 
incarnation in the flesh, and when they called him incorruptible, to the time 
beginning from the resurrection and continuing endlessly thereafter. If anyone 
should say that, by the foretaste of incorruptibility, the [body of Christ] already 
possessed the incorruptibility 
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Sv Hy, Kaimrep pvaw exov pbapriy, plapHvat obx éxreTparry, ov Siapepopat, 
‘Qs b€ cia rabra GAnOy at droreraypévar adrayv SeiEovor paprupiat, ovK 
adiapPpwrws odd€ cuyKexuueras GAAG Kal udAa Gapas TE KAL TET PAVALEVWS 
Sueuxpivotaar Hiv tods xpdvous Kal’ ots mabyrov.te Kai pbaprov 
yeyeviobas elrrov 76 oa Tov Kupiov, kal ws pera THY avdoTaaw 7d THs 
aplapoias kataremAouTiKapev ev adTO XpHiLa Kal Svoj.a. 


[1] AIONYZIOY APEOMATLITOY SYPXPONOY TQN 
AIOZSTOAQN. EK TOY EPI O@EIQN ONOMATQN 


4 f , * al a“ ~ 
Phopa Se picews dobevera, kat €dAderiis TOV puork div EEewy Kal EvepyeLay 
Kat OUVE LEWD. 


[2] TOYSTINOY AITO GIAOLOGON KAI 
MAPTYPOZ-EK TOY KA@’EAAHNN AOTOY 


Tkdcas 6 Geds kar’ apyds Tov GvOpwrov, THs yuwuns abtod Ta THs 
gptocws arnwpycer, evToAH pid Toinodpevos THY SidTretpav- puddéavra 
pev yap ravTny THs Gbavatou AnEews TeTOlnKev Eoecbat, Tapapavra dé 
Tis evavrias. OUrw yeyovws 6 dvOpwros Kat mpos THY TapaBaaw EvOds 
idwv, ry plopar puarxds eiaedéEato- piaerder ns pOopas mpooyevoerns, 
avayKatov qv Tov cdoat BovAduevov adryv tiv plopomoidy oboiav 
apavicat. Tovro dé ovk Hv érépws yeveobar, i uy wep 7 Kata ptaw Corr 
mpocemAGKNH TO THY POopar deLapevw, dpavilovoa ev TH pbopay, 
abdvarov dé Tod Aowrob 76 beEdpevov Siarypotaa: bia TobTo Tov Adyov 
edenaev ev compart yeveoOat, iva Tob bavdrou «Kab THs Kara pvo Huds 
plopas éAcvbepdon. 


[1] Ps.-Dionysius Areopagita, De Divinis Nominibus IV, 25 (ed. B. R. Suchla: Corpus 
Dionysiacum 1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1990), 173, Hl. 6-7; PG 3, 728 B8-10) 

[2] Justinus (?), Frag. 5, hic primo ex integro inventum (ed. J. C. Th. Otto, Corp. Apol. III, 256; 
PG 6, 1596 C1-1597 A9). CE etiam: Il. 13-16 (Adoas ,.. évavréas): Joan. Dam. (?), Sacra 
Parallela 1, 9 (PG 95, 1112 C1-5; cf. etiam K. Holl, Fragmente vornicinische Kirchenvater aus den 
Sacra Parallela: TU XV, 2 (1899), 51-2, no, 118); I. 16-21 (otrw ... Suarnpotaa): Joan. Caes., Ady, 
Aphthart. Il, Test. 1 (71,11. 89-96) 


VO 1 gdbovv éxov pbapriy: Exwr pbapriy piaw O 2 detEovar: diddEovar O 

{l] 7 APEOMTAPHTOY VO 7-8 ZYTXPONOY TQN’ ATTOZTOAQN om.O 

[2] 11 "AMO SIAOLOGON: SIAOLOGOY O 14 dmecpyoev O, Joan. Dam. codd. OA; 
amecpioev Joan. Dam. (Holl) évroAnv wiav Joan. Dam. —Sidretpav: did. e¢pas Joan. Dam 
(Holl); dia zrefpay Joan. Dam. (Lequien) 15 écecfe Joan. Dam.codd. AOcorr 16 dom. 
Vv 17 ide: €ABay conj. Otto 18 rév ... BovAduevor: 7@ .., Bovdopévep Joan. Caes. 
18-19 rov cdécar ... dpavican drt cHoat BovaAdsuevos F (Fv conj. Otto) rv pbopotoudy odaiay 
apavicasO 19 zrepom, Joan. Caes, 21 76: 7dv Joan. Caes. 22 cxab addidi 
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of the Word, by which—though he has a corruptible nature—he had not been 
delivered to corruption, I would not disagree. That this is true, the testimonies 
of the Fathers below will show: not inarticulately or confusedly, but very clearly 
and accurately distinguishing for us the times at which they said the body of the 
Lord was passible and.corruptible, and [showing] that after the resurrection we 
have all been enriched with the reality and the name of incorruptibility in him. 


1. BY DIONYSIUS THE AREOPAGITE, 
A CONTEMPORARY OF THE APOSTLES, 
FROM HIS WORK ON THE DIVINE NAMES 


Corruption is weakness of nature, and a failure of natural states and activities 
and powers, 


2. BY JUSTIN, A PHILOSOPHER AND MARTYR, 
FROM HIS TREATISE AGAINST THE GREEKS 


When God formed the human person in the beginning, he let all that belonged 
to his nature depend on his choice, and put him to the test by a single command; 
by keeping this, God brought it about that he would share in the lot of 
immortality, but by transgressing it he would have the opposite fate. So when 
man came into being, and immediately turned his sights toward transgression, 
he naturally became subject to corruption; and when corruption was added to 
his nature, it was necessary for the One who willed to save him to make the 
corrupting substance disappear. This could not come about in any other way 
but that what is life by nature should be woven into the one who had received 
corruption, causing corruption to vanish and preserving that which had 
received it immortal, from then on. For this reason, it was necessary for the 
Word to come to be in a body, that he might free it from death and from our 
natural corruption. 
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Ei 4 " , , \ ff) , foo > , r eae 

yap, WS pare, vevywate wovov Tov Bavarov juav amexwAdAvcer, od. 
f ‘ A 4 ? e ? 3Ok Le \ 7 

mpoajes pev Ora THY BovAnowy 6 Odvaros, oddev dé ArTov Plaprot mar 

S 4 2 if cal 4 é 

WUEV, PUGLKY Ev EavTois THY POopar TrEpipe povTes. 


[3] AGANASIOY ENMIZKOMOY. EK TOY 
KATA AIIOAINAPIOY B’' AOTOY 


Ev b€ 7H Kal’ yds yevopevy ev adT@ popyyH tov huerepov exet di€ypage 
Advarov, iva ev adrH Kat THY Orrep Hudv appdonra: avaaTaa.y €€ Gdov fev 
puyny, éx Tépov b€ oda embderxvipevos, drws av év Gavatw katadvoy 
tov Bdvarov ev émideifer puyis, év dé 7H TaQW KaTapyynon THY POopay év 
Tapy capatos: €€ Gdov Kai é« ragov Tv abavaciay Kai tiv dpbapaiay 
ETLOELKVUJLEVOS, EV LOPPH TH Ka’ Huds THY HeTepay GdevGas dddv. 


[4] TOY AYTOY. EK TOY TTEPI ENANOPQITHZEQS AOTOY 


TTdoxov pev yap 76 cdpa bid. rHy TAY owpdrwr pvow arébvyaKer- elxe 
5€é THs apbapoias rH TioTLW ex Tob cuvoikyoavros adT@ Adyou. OB yap 
atobvyaKovTos TOD Gaj.atos évexpobro Kal 6 Adyos, GAN Hv wev atros 
apbapros Kat draby)s kai dbdvaros, ota 81) Oot Adyos btapywr, cuvadv 
dé 7TH Gopats pGAAov ExwAvev dm adtob Ti Kara pUaW THY wut 
plopav- i pnot Kal 76 mvedj.a mpods adrdr, “ob daces Tov datdv Gov idety 
diapBopav,” 


[4] 18-19 Ps. 15.10 (LXX) 


[3] Athanasius (?}, Contra Apollinarem Il, 17 (PG 26, 1161 B8-C1). Cf. etiam: Niceph., 
Antirrh. EV, 66, Test. 3 (480, | 22); Il. 8-11 (Gms ... 68d): Joan. Caes., Adv. Aphthart. II, Test. 2 
(71, ll. 97-72, L. 101) 

[4] Athanasius, De Incarnatione 24, recensio brevior (ed. C. Kannengiesser, SC 199, 353, in 
apparatu). Cfetiam, Thdt., Eran. IIL, Test. 35 (238, ll. 17-23); Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66, Test.3 (480, 
1, 19); Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor. II, Test. 62 (47, ll. 1-6; 1); “Sermo maior de fide, Test. 86 (33, Ul. 7~15; 1); 
1L.13-14 (mdoyxov ... Adyou): ibid., Test. 10 (7, IL 1-3) 


VO [3] 4 ’EHIZSKOMOY om. O 6 post yevoudvy add. 4 V 8 ante guy 
add. my O ante compa add. 76 O §=dv om. Athan. = dv ev om. Joan. Caes. 9 ev 
om.O . émideifpV“  karapy}oerO 10 ante odatos add. 700 O, Niceph. 

[4] 12 AOTOY om. V 13 é:d: xara Athan., Sermo, Thdt., Vat. Gr. 1431 darébvnoxer: 
énaayev Sermo Test. 10 14 wiotip: pdow Sermo Test. 10 15 xald Adyos om. Vat. 
Gr. 1431; «ai om. O, Thdt. cod. J 16 dass kai dpbapros Athan., Sermo, Thdt., Vat. Gr. 
1431 17 paAdoy ante 7 cehywari transp. Thdt. Vat. Gr. 1431 ScexcbAvev Athan., Sermo, 
Thdt., Vat. Gr. 1431 
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For if, as you say, he had warded death off from us simply by a command, death 
would no longer approach because of [God's] will, but we would none the less 
still be corruptible, bearing about corruption within ourselves. 


3. BY ATHANASIUS THE BISHOP, 
FROM HIS SECOND BOOK AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


In the form like ours which he made his own, he there cancelled out our death, 
so that he might also prepare in it the resurrection which lies above us, He 
brought his soul to light from Hades, his body from the tomb, so that in death 
he might destroy death by revealing his soul, and in the tomb he might conquer 
the corruption of bodily burial. Revealing immortality and incorruptibility 
from Hades and from the tomb, he walked our way in a form like ours. 


4. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
WORK ON THE INCARNATION 


The body [of Christ], after suffering, died because of the nature of bodies. But it 
had the assurance of incorruptibility, from the Word which dwelt within it. For 
the Word did not experience mortality when the body died, but it was 
incorruptible in itself and free from suffering and death, since it existed, after 
all, as the Word of God; but being joined to the body, it warded off from it, 
rather, the corruption which is natural to bodies. So the Spirit says to him, “You 
will not allow your holy one to see corruption” (Ps 15.10). 
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[5] TOY AYTOY:’EK TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


“Obev iva derxO7 vexpov 7d oda, Kal piav brduewve weanv 6 Adyos, Kai 
Tpitalov Toro maw ederéev Aplaprov. “Eveka ev odv TOU SerxyO7vat TOV 
Oavatov év TH odipari, Tpitaiov dvéatnae TovTO- iva dé jy, emt TOAD 
diapetvav Kai plapev TéAeov, Vorepov avacrioas amaTnOH, ws ovK adTo 
aA érepov oda pépwv—epeAre yap av Tis Kal did TOV Xpdvov amLoTety 
TO pawvopevw, Kal erAavOavea0at THV yevonevwv—61a TOTO Ov TAELa) 
TOV TPLOV HMEPDV HVETYETO. 


[6] TOY AYTOY-’EK THY TIPOX EMIKTHTON 


3 ‘ \ \ nm / v \ ¢ \ \ > ~ A > / \ 
Airo 6€ ro o@ua, pdow Exov Ovynryy, brEep THY EavToU plat aveoTy, bd. 
a” a - / 
Tov ev auT@ Adyov, kal mémavTat pev THS KATA POL Popas, evduadjevov 
8é Tov dep avOpwrrov ovpaviov Adyov, yéeyovev apOaprov. 


[7] TOY AYTOY: EK TOY KATA EIAQAQN AOTOY 


“Eat. wev yap Kara pvow Ovynros 6 avOpwmos, dre 57 €& ovK OvTwY 
yeyovars: bua Sé THv pos TOV dvTa OmoLoTHTA, HY ei EpvAaTTE Sia THS TpPOS 
Tov Ocov KaTavojoews, HupAuvev av THY KaTa paw POopav Kal epervev 
apbapros. 


{5] Athanasius, ibid. 26 (ed. C. Kannengiesser, SC 199, 360, ll. 19-27; PG 25, 141 A13-B8). Cf. 
etiam: Niceph., Antirrh, IV, 66, Test. 3 (480, ll. 25-6); Sev. Ant., Antijul. I, 3 (157, Il. 20-8; tr. 122, 
Il. 5-15; T); Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. de Corr. et Incorr. V, 22 (f. 34"; T); “Sermo maior de fide,’ Test. 87 
(34,1. 1; cf. H. Nordberg, Athanasiana I (Helsinki, 1962), 64, Il. 7-13; f) 

[6] Athanasius, Epistola ad Epictetum 10 (PG 26, 1068 A5-9), Cf. etiam: Niceph., Antirrh, IV, 
66, Test. 3 (480, 1. 28); Thdt., Bran. III, Test. 26 (285, ll. 24-7; 1); Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. de Corr. et 
Incorr. V, 26 (£. 35%; 7); ll, 9-10 (advo ... Adyor): Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor, II, Test. 9 (34, ll. 1-2) 

{7] Athanasius, De Incarnatione 4 (ed. C. Kannengiesser, SC 199, 278, Il. 30-4; PG 25, 104 
C3-8). Cf. etiam, Sev. Ant., Antijul. I (30, ll. 12-16; tr. 22, Il. 29-33; 1); ibid. (291, IL. 4-8; tr, 224, 
Il, 19-23; 1); Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. de Corr. et Incorr. III, 2 (£.27°; 4) 


VO [5] 2 tmdwerve ante kal piav transp. Ps.-Leont. Byz. 3 rodro ante rpiraiov 
transp. Sermo; om. Athan. cod, D 5 diapelvn Sermo dmiornby: Stamorn by 
Niceph. 8 7Hvom.V 

{6] 9 THE: TQN V 10 éavrod: atrod Thdt, Vat. Gr 1431 11 pOopas: 
dvapbopas V 12 dmép dvOpwmov odpdviov: d7repoupdviov Niceph, odpavioy om. Ath., 
Thdt. , Ps.-Leont. Byz. 

[7] 14 yapKxard piocvom.Ps.-Leont.Byz. Ontos 6 dvOpwos: avO pws Ovyros Athan, 
recensio longior (txt. recensio brevior); 6 dv@pwaos Avyrds Ps.-Leont. Byz. 15 post r7v 
add. onv Sev.Ant.14 — duotdr nT a: dwolwory Ps.-Leont, Byz. 16 rév Ocdv: adrov Athan. 
rec. long, (txt. rec.brev,)  €evey V, Athan. rec. brev. 
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5. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME WORK 


So, in order to show his body was dead, the Word remained a day [in the tomb] 
in between, and on the third day showed his body incorruptible to all. In order 
then, that death might be revealed in his body, he raised it on the third day; but 
lest he should cause unbelief if he raised it later than this, remaining [in the 
tomb] longer and becoming completely corrupted, [and acting] as if he then 
had not this body but another one—for someone might well mistrust what they 
saw because of the lapse of time, and miss what had happened—for this reason 
he did not remain longer than the three days. 


6. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM 
HIS LETTER TO EPICTETUS 


But the body itself, which had a mortal nature, rose in a way above its own 
nature because the Word was in it, and was released from its natural process of 
decay; rather, having put on the heavenly Word, which is above humanity, it 
became incorruptible. 


7. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
TREATISE AGAINST IDOLS 


The human person is by nature mortal, because he has come to be from what is 
not; but because of its likeness to the one who is, if it preserved this through 
knowledge of God, it would blunt the effect of natural corruption and remain 
incorruptible. 
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[8] TOY AYTOY. EK TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


Ei dé rapaBainoay Kal orpapevres yévowTo pabAoi, ywwaoKotev Eavtods 
\ A + > al / 

TH Kara piaw ev TO Bavatw plopay bropeve.y, Kal wnKETL every ev 

Trapadelaw Cwis. 


[9] TOY ATIOY BAXIAEIOY.’EK TOY 
ITEPPPEYXAPISTIAS AOTOY 


‘Qs obvKaredeLaro riv reivav 6 Kipuos, ris orepeds Tpopyjs Siarrvevabeians 
avT@, cat diibav mpoojKato, ris byporntos avaAwbeians Tis ev T@ owpari, 
Kal €xoTriacde, TOV wuadv Kal TOV vedpwy ex THs OdoLTOpias UreprablevTwy, 
ov THs OedtyTOs TH KapaTw Sayalonevys, GAAG TOD Gur.aTOS TA EK THs 
gpicews éraxodovbotvra oupmaTmpmara deyouevov, oUTw Kal TO SdKpvOV 
TPOOHKATO, TO PVOLKOY TH CapKl GbuTTwpa ervyivecBar cvyywpar. 


[10] TOY AYTOY.’EK THX ITPOZ 
SQZOMOAITAL EMIZTOAHS 


Zapkos ev td.ov To TéwvecOar Kal wevodoba Kal diadveobat, Kat maAw 
capkos euibdyou To KoTobabat Kal ddurqobat Kal TEeivy Kal Bixby 


[8] Athanasius, ibid. 3 (ed, C, Kannengiesser, SC 199, 274, ll. 35-8; PG 25, 103 C7-10) 

[9] Basilius, Homilia de Gratiarum Actione 5 (PG 31,228 C14-229 A1). Cf etiam: Vat. Gr. 1431, 
Flor. II, 27 (37, IL 1-6); Sev, Ant., Antijul. I, 3 (134, ll. 3-8; tr. 103, ll. 23-30); Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor, de 
Corr. et Incorr. V, 47 (f. 37"); Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. III, 31 (121, 1. 26-122, 1. 4; tr. 88, Il. 14-20; 1); Syn. 
Lat. (130. ll. 13-19; apud excerptum c. Theodoro Faranitano); Flor Vat. 1455, Test.15; Gelasius, De 
Duab. Nat., Test.51 (555; 4); ll. 7-11 (es od ... dexouevov): Joan. Caes., Adv, Aphthart. III, 5 (76. 
], 234-77, 1.240); Thdt., Eran, Il, Test. 38 (166, ll, 6-11; 1). Cf. etiam periphrasim in Syn Sel. Ctes. 
(326-327) 

{10] Basilius, Ep. 261, ad Sozopolitanos, 3 (ed. Y. Courtonne III, 117-18; PG 32, 972 A8-B11). 
Cf. etiam. Sev. Ant., Antijul. I A (137, L. 18-138, L. 2; tr. 115, ll. 5-21; 7); ibid. II B (278, Il, 2-15; tr. 
244, ll. 13-29; T); Ps. —Leont. Byz., Flor, de Corr. et Incorr. V, 46 


vo [8] 1 TOY ’AYTOY om. O 2 mapaBaiev Athan, (txt. cod. D) 3 Kara 
guow ev 7 Oavare; év Oavdtw xara piow Athan, (txt. cod. D)  peverv: prev Athan, 
4 mapadelow Cais: rapadetaov Cy V; mapadelow Civ Athan. 

[9] 6 AOLOY om. O 7 ws: domep Joan. Caes. post Kupros add. judy Sev. Ant. 
Antijul. 8 adr om. Joan. Caes. ante Siyav add. rv Basil. Thdt., Joan. Caes, al 
dipav ... dvadwheions ris om. Gelasius post oojpare add. adrod O, Syn. Lat. 
dvaAwbeions post oudpare transp. O, Syn. Lat. 9 é« om. Vat. Gr. 1431 €« THs 
ddotropias: dia ~=tadaitwpias Joan. Caes, treprafevtwy om. Joan. Caes. 
10 dapalouevyns: mevlouevys Thdt. ris? om, Basil, Joan. Caes,, Ps.-Leont. Byz. 
11 émaxodov§otvra: mapaxoAovotvra. Joan, Caes, 12 ovprrwpa post emuyivecdar 
transp. Basil., Thdt., Vat. Gr. 1431, Ps.-Leont.Byz.  émuyeveobar V 

[10] 15 post sevadd. ody Basil.,Ps.Leont.Byz. xat!...cal:76...76 Ps.-Leont.Byz, kal? 
om. V 16 zevvyv Basil., Ps.-Leont.Byz.  dupjv Basil., Ps.-Leont. Byz. 
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8. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME WORK 


But if they should transgress [the command], and turn away and become 
degraded, they would know that they must undergo natural corruption in 
death, and no longer remain in the Paradise of life. 


9. BY ST BASIL, FROM HIS ORATION ON GIVING THANKS 


That the Lord accepted hunger, when his solid nourishment was digested, and 
let thirst affect him when the moisture in his body was consumed, and grew 
tired when his muscles and nerves were overstrained by travel, not because his 
Godhead was overmastered by his toil but because his body accepted the 
characteristic signs that followed on its nature, so he accepted the need to weep, 
permitting this natural manifestation to affect his flesh. 


10. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM HIS LETTER TO THE CITIZENS OF SOZOPOLIS 


It is a characteristic of flesh to be divided and lessened and destroyed, and again 
of ensouled flesh to labor and suffer pain and be worn down by hunger and 
thirst 
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Ve a a , t a 10 go 
Kat Urve@ KpaTetabat wuyns dé cwpate Kexpnuerns AdTaL Kal GdnLoviaL © 


\ \ a“ 
Kal ppovTides Kat 600 ToOLavTa. 


TotTwy Ta wev puoika Kat dvayKata TH Com, 7a 5é €x mpoaipécews. 


LoyxOnpas, dia 76 [Suclavdywyov rot Biov Kai mpos dpernv ayvpvactop, 
énevoaydpeva. “Obev patverar 6 Kipios ta pev puoua maby. 
mrapadeeduevos eis BeBaiwow ris dAnOwhs Kat ob Kara pavtaciay 
évavOpwmyjocews, Ta O€ A776 Kaxias TaOn, 60a 70 Kabapav THS CwHs Hudv 
emipuTraivery otdev, Ws avaé.a dvra Tis dxpavTou Oedr TOs ATwodpevos. - 
Ava. To0T0 EipyTat “ev Owowwpart capKds duaptias” yeyerpobar od yap | 
“év Omowmpatt capKos, ws Tovrors doKet, GAN “ev duowpaTe capKds 
duaprias; Bore capa pev THv Huetépav avéraBev peta TOV puaikav 
abrns Taba, auaptiav dé obK éroincer. 


{11] PPHTOPIOY’ENMIZSKOMOY NAZIANZOY. 
EK TOY 'EIX TO PENE@AION AOTOY 


AmeotadAn nev, GAN ws avOpwros: bitrAobs yap hy: eet Kal €xomlacev 


{10] 9 Rom. 8.3 


[10] (cont.) (ff. 37°; 1); Flor. Vat. 1455, Test.16; 15-8 (é@ev ... dmwadjsevos): Sev. Ant, . 
Antijul. U1 A (57, ll, 12-16; tr. 48, I. 32-6); IL 5-9 (der ... dyeaprias): ibid. IIB (274, Il. 12-17; * 
tr. 241, Il. 3-8); Il. 5-12 (68ev ... éroinaev): Doctr. Patr. 11, VI (68, 1. 9); Niceph., Antirrh. I, 
Test. 26 (355, IL. 3-4); Il. 5-12 (paiveras ... éxrofnaev): Flor. Marc. 573 (ff. 32°”) 

{11] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 38.15 (ed.C. Moreschini, SC 358, 138, 15, Il. 1-3; PG 36, 328 
C11-14), Cf. etiam: Thdt., Eran. II, Test. 45 (168, Ul. 2-4); Leo, Torus J, Test. 5 (II, L, 1, 22, ll. 5-7); 


Tomus I, Test. 13 (I, 4, 124, IL 28-30); Joan. Caes Apal. Conc. Chalc,, Frag. 105 (42, 1031-4); Sev. ae 


Ant., Ctr. Gram. III, 37 (233, 11.22-4; tr. 171, ll. 28-30); Ad Serg. I (115, I. 22-4; tr.86, ll. 24-6); Leont.. a 
Byz., CNE, Test. 24 (supra, p.43); De Sect IX, Test.2; Flor. Vat. 1455, Test. 19; Doctr. Patr.7, X (52, 
1.2; 1);115 (drreordAy ... Fv): : 


VO [10 cont.] 3 rodrwy: dy Basil, Ps.-Leont. Byz, post rodrwy add. ydp O 
4 [duclavdywyov: Svedywyov O, dvydywyov {recte) Basil, Sev. Ant. Ps-Leont. Byz.- 
5 énecaydpevov O 6 wapadeéduevos: mapadeydjtevos Basil codd. plurimi; 
Karade€devos O — eis: mpos Doctr. Patr. Niceph. 7 post doa add. wavra Sev. Ant, . 
Antijul. 57 et 274 8 émpumaivery older: émippuTaivet, Taira, Basil. Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. 
Marc. 573; xatappurraives, ratra Doctr. Paty, Niceph.  évra om. Basil., Doctr. Patr., Niceph., : 
Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. Marc. 573 9 yeyevyoba: ante capxos transp. Basil., Ps.-Leont. Byz.; «. 
ante év djotcpeate transp. Doctr. Patr., Niceph; om. Doctr. Patr. cod. B 9-11 od ydp .. 
duaprias om. Basil. codd. LCPcorr, Sev. Ant., Doctr. Patr., Ps.-Leont. Byz. 10 évom.V 
12 maddy: rabyydruy V 


[11] 13 ante PPHTOPIOY add. TOY ATIOY O 13 “EMIZKOMOY NAZIANZOY: © 


TOY @EOAOTOYO 15 demdois ... éret: Simi yap Hv } pbats abros (ev abra: Leo,’ 
Tomus I), ducAes ror évreiGey Thdt. (sed txt. cod. P; dimAotis yap hy, ducAes ror evredGev cod. J) © 
Leo, Joan. Caes . 2 
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and sleep; and grief and dismay and worries and all such things are characteristic 
of a soul that makes use of a body. 

Some of these things are natural, necessary features in any living being; 
others are the result of a bad choice, and are results of the unmanageable 
character of our way of life, our lack of training in virtue. From this it seems that 
the Lord accepted natural passibilities as a way of confirming that he had truly, 
and not simply in appearance, become human; but the passibilities that result 
from evil, insofar as they customarily stain the purity of our life, he rejected as 
unworthy of the spotless Godhead. For this reason Scripture says he came to be 
“in the likeness of sinful flesh” (Rom. 8.3); it does not say, “in the likeness of 
flesh,’ as these people think, but “in the likeness of sinful flesh,’ to show that he 
took on our flesh with the possibilities that befit it, but he did not commit sin. 


11. BY GREGORY, BISHOP OF NAZIANZUS; 
FROM HIS ORATION ON THE NATIVITY 


He was sent, but as a human being; for he was twofold. So, too, he labored 
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% 2 é \ 9907 Ve, 3S / Le / 3 / 
Kal émetvnoev Kal ediibnoev Kal 7ywviacer kal éddKpuoey, avOpwrivov 
CULATOS VOL. 


[12] TOY AYTOY. EK TOY’EIX TA GQTA AOTOY 


Ei pev odv epeivapev orep Huev, Kal TH evroAny epuddéaper, eyivopeba, 
av Omep ovK Auer, TA EVAW THS Cwis mpoceABdvres pera 70 EvAOV THs 
yradcews: Kal Ti yeyovdres; amabavariabévtes Kal Oe@ mAnaLdoarres. 


[13] FPHTOPIOY’EMIZKOIMOY NYZSHS.- 
EK TOY KAT’ EYNOMIOY AOLOY I” 


Otirw Kal tis dAnOivijs Cwijs ris éyKemevns TH oapKl era TO mas 
Tpos EauTy avadpapovons, Kal 4 TEpl avTHY GapE auver7npOn, 70 THs 
Oeixis dBavactas amo ris pbopas cuvarwobeiaa emi 70 apbaprov. 


[14] TOY AYTOY.’EK TOY KATA EYNOMIOY AOTLOY «’> 


‘ ‘ 4 cA 3 33 / “~ \ € / ig A 
To yap mary tO.ov, Kal érr exeivns Tis CapKos dporoynOn: ore apry 
KaKELVO TO OMpa dex pareiro, TO d€ CHa TH Evorkyjoet TOU Ocot Adyou 
mpos THY Oeixiy a&iav wererroinen. 


[11 cont.) Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc, Chalc., Test. 58 (24, 550-1); Sev, Ant.,.Ad Neph. | (2, 11.29-30; 
tr. 2, ll. 21-2); Ad Neph. II (42, Il, 17-18; tr. 31, ll, 28-9); Leont. Jer., Ctr, Mon., Test. 22 (1821 B13- 
14); Doctr. Patr. 4, IV (30, 1. 7); ll. 2-4 (érret ... vow): Sev. Ant., Antijul. I (133, 1. 16; tr. 103, 
Il, 10-12); p. 396, 1. 15—p. 398, 1.2 (xat [évetvnaer] .., vdyzw): Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 2.5.51-3 (173) 

[12] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 44, In Novam Dominicam 4 (PG 36, 612 Al4—B3) 

[13] Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium III, 3, 67 (ed. W. Jaeger IL, 132, Il. 3-7; PG 45, 708 
A7-11). Cf. etiam: Sev. Ant., Antijul. II A (18, ll. 24-7; tr. 14, Il, 26-9; T) 

[14] Gregorius Nyssenus, Oratio Catechetica Magna 37,9 (ed. E. Miihlenberg, GNO III/4, 96, 
Il. 18-22; PG 45, 96 D4-8). Cf. etiam: Euth. Zig., Pan, XXV (1264 C10-14; 1); Theor., Disp, I 
(261 B6-10; 1). 


VO [Ll cont] 1 Kai émeivnoer om. De Sect; éefvace Anast.Sin. «al yywviacev om, 
De Sect., Anast.Sin. davOpwareiou V 1-2 dvOpwrivou ccwaros vopew: vouw piaews 
O, Greg. Naz. cod. Colb. 2696, Leont. Byz. CNE, Anast. Sin.; véjaw oc)juaros Greg, Naz. codd. cett,, 
Thdt. codd, SD, Sev. Ant., Doctr. Patr. 

[12] 3 HIZ TA @®QTA AOTOY: “FIZ NEAN KYPIAKHN (recte) V°" (23) 
4 éyevdueba Greg. Naz. 

{13] 7 ante TPHTOPIOY add. TOY ATIOY O 8 Ir ante AOTOY transp. O 
9 ante 77) capki add. év V 9-10 mpos éauriy ante wera 76 maGos transp. Greg. Nyss. 
11 cvrwobeica O 

[14] 12 KATA*EYNOMIOY AOTOY ¢h': AEKATOY AOLOY KATA EYNOMIOY O3 hr 
om.V 15 aéiav: d6£ar O 
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and felt hunger and thirst and struggled and wept, according to the law of a 
human body, 


12. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
ORATION ON THE LIGHTS 


If, then, we had remained what we were, and had kept the command, we would 
have become what we were not, approaching the tree of life after the tree of 
knowledge. And what would we have become? We would have been made 
immortal, and have drawn close to God! 


13. BY GREGORY, BISHOP OF NYSSA, 
FROM HIS TREATISE AGAINST EUNOMIUS, BOOK 3 


So, after the Passion, the true life which lay embedded in the flesh returned to 
itself, and the flesh that surrounded it was raised along with it, having been 
lifted up from corruption to incorruptibility by the immortality that belongs to 
God, 


14. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM HIS TREATISE AGAINST EUNOMIUS, BOOK 10 


What is proper to all is confessed in the case of that flesh, too; for that body also 
was maintained by bread, but the body was transformed into divine dignity by 
the indwelling of God the Word. 
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[15] TOY OSIOY AMBPOXIOY: EK TOY 
KATA ATIOAINAPIOY AOTOY 


3 6 “ Ld og ‘ 4 3 2 ; ~ PS) , Y 
Ei undapds emvywaoxes td wabyrov, dvecxevacas Tob Seamdrou 76 
A > f \ La a , 4 ~ > 
evacBes, TY CwTHplav Hpviow THY anv Obev agppovas Set TOUTOUS HyEtobaL, 


[16] TOY AYTOY. ITPOX I'PATIANON 


AXAn yap capKos dobevera, Kal GAAo 76 THs PedryTés ori aidior- Kal. 
capkos prev 6 Odvaros, Tis dé Suvdwews TO GOavatov. Ei 5€ ye tobTo 
metroinxey 9 JedTys, WoTE “un idetv THY CdpKa Siapfopar, iToKEYLEevHY 
dnAovort ™H KATO pvoww pbopa, TOS avrTy reAeuTay q bedtys HOvVATO; 


{17] TOY OLIOY IQANNOY’E|MISKONOY 
KON TANTINOYIHOAEQS. EIX TO “AOZAXON 
ME SY, ITATEP, ITAPA ZEAYTQ” 


By A a ” , . 

Ti odv évratda pnoty; Hepi ris oixovoytas 6 Adyos, eet ovTw deddEacTo. 
in ¢ A 3: 
THs capKkos 4 pvots, ovTE apbapcias dmodatcaca ovTe Tot Opdvou 
Kowwwvynoaca Tob BactALKod. 


[16] 8 cf. Ps. 15.10 (LXX) 


[15] Ambrosius, De Incarnationis Dominicae Sacramento 5, 44 (ed. O. Faller, CSEL 79, 246, 
Il. 104-6; PL 16, 864 D9--865 A1). Cf. etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test. 107 (f 22°) 
[16] Ambrosius, De Fide ad Gratianum UI, 3, 21 (ed. O. Faller, CSEL 78, 116, ll. 53-7; PL 16, 594 
A10-15). Cf, etiam: Joan. Caes., Adv. Aphthart. II, 6 (72, 4. 117-21); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 106 (f. 22"): 
[17] Joannes Chrysostomus, Homilia 80 in Joannem, 2 (PG 59, 435, ll. 52-5). C£ etiam: Flor. Len. 
131, Test. 100 (£ 22"); Joan. Caes., Adv, Aphthart. II, 11 (73, ll. 146-9; 4); Sev. Ant., Antijul. I (43,: 
1. 6-10; tr. 32, Il. 14-17; 1); ibid. (295, I. 5-8; tr. 227, I. 24~27; 1); 1. 13-15 (él... BacrAckod): ibid. 
(50, Il. 18-20; tr. 38, Ll. 6-8); ibid. (70, Il. 1-2; tr. 53, Il. 16-18) . 


VO [15] 1 OZIOY: ATIOY O 2 AOFOY om. V 3 post +6 wabyrdy add. 
kat 70 Graves Flor. Len, 131 4 ante cwrnpiav add. ony Vo tHv onvom.V bet 
én Vv" : 

{16] 5 ante 7POX add. EK THE V 676 om. O- éarw om. Joan. Caes.. 
7 8uvdpeuws: OedryTOs Flor. Len. 131 ye om. Joan. Caes. 8-9 drroKeeryy ... POopa 
om. Flor. Len. 131 9 r# om. O, Joan, Caes. 

[17] 10 OSTOY: ATIOY O 12 ZY om. V 13 ante éei add. «at Flor. Len. 


131 deSd£acGat Flor. Len. 131 
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15. BY ST AMBROSE, FROM HIS TREATISE 
AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


If you do not recognize his ability to suffer at all, thus destroying pious 
- understanding of the Lord, you are denying your own salvation. So we must 
consider these people to be unreasonable. 


16. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, TO GRATIAN 


Weakness of the flesh is one thing, the eternity of the Godhead another. Death 
belongs to the flesh, immortality to [divine] power. If the Godhead had brought 
it about that flesh “should not see corruption,’ although it obviously was subject 
to the corruption that is natural, how could the Godhead itself not have been 
able to achieve this [sc. in the case of Jesus]? 


17. BY ST JOHN, BISHOP OF CONSTANTINOPLE; 
ON THE TEXT, “GLORIFY ME, FATHER, IN YOUR PRESENCE” 


What, then, is he saying here? The passage concerns the Incarnation, since the 
nature of the flesh is not yet glorified, has not tasted incorruption, nor shared in 
the royal throne. 
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[18] TOY AYTOY- EK TOY’EIX TON 
EYAITEAIZTHN TQRANNHN 


‘Qorep obv eri THY KULaTwV TEpiTaTobvTaA DewpobvTes mpd TOU aTaUpod, 
od Aéyomev AAANs PUoEwSs 76 CHa exeivo GAAG THs HuETEpas, OUTW [LETA 
THY GVACTAGLY AUTOV Opw@yres TOUS TUTOUS TAY HAwY CxovTaA, ODK €potjev 
atro plaprov eivat Aourov- dua yap Tov wabyrHy Taira éredeikvuToO. 


[19] TOY AYTOY:’EIX TON AYTON EYAITEAIZTHN 


7 \ \ a > yw > \ < 4 v > ‘ A fol 
Qorep yap To Tew ovK eyKAna, ovdE TO KaDedSeLv, OUTWS OSE TO THs 
mapovans lwis éepiecbar- 6 dé Xprotds c@pa Kabapov avayuaprytov 
elyev, obxt be puaikdy avayxav amnAdaypevor, ézel 008 dv oda Fr. 


[20] TOY AYTOY:’EK TOY ¢EIX TON 
AYTON EYAITEAISTHN AOTOY 


> , >_% 1, y 9. > ,¥ e+ , 
Egavyn y obv tiv €omepav Kal arérry, eira eva OKTW Nuepas maALW 
dma€é kal tdAw darren, elra wera Tadra emi THs OaAdaons, Kal mdAw 


[18] Joannes Chrysostomus, Homilia 87 in Joannem, 1 (PG 59, 474, ll. 27-32). Cf. etiam: Flor. 
Len. 131, Test. 101 B, cum 101 A (hic Test. 20), coniunctum (f. 22"); Sev. Ant., Antijul. I (193, 
1. 25-194, |. 6; tr. 149, Il. 27-32; 1) 

[19] Joannes Chrysostomus, Homilia 67 in Joannem, 2 (PG 59, 371, Il. 56-60), Cf. etiam: Sev. 
Ant., Antijul. II B (203, ll. 11-15; tr. 174, 1. 34-175, 1, 4); ibid. I (54, Il. 15-19; tr. 41, ll, 4-7; 1); ibid. 
(92,1, 22-93, |. 1; tr. 71, Il. 22-6; 1); ibid. (228, 1. 22-229, 1. 1; tr. 177, 1. 13-17; 1); ibid. (293, IL. 9-13; 
tr.226, ll. 9-13; 1); Fac. Herm., Def. Tr. Cap. 111, 3,29 (85, 11.219-23; 1); Syn Lat. (288, ll.27-9); Conc. 
Const. III, Actio X (407 D12-E3;1); IL. 8-9 (domep... épieaFar): Doctr. Patr. 18, X (120,16; 
1); 1. 8-9 (6 Se Xpicros ... Hv): Sev, Ant., Antijul. I (135, ll. 4-6; tr, 104, IL 19-21); ibid. IL A (66, 
Il, 10-12; tr. 56, Il. 30-1) 

[20] Joannes Chrysostomus, Homilia 87 in Joannem, 2 (PG 59, 475, ll. 5-10), Cf. etiam: Joan. 
Caes., Adv. Aphthart, II, 10 (73, 141-5); Flor. 


VO [18] 1-2 EIZ ... TQANNHN; ‘EIZ TO KATA IQANNHN ‘EYATTEAION O 
4 adda: dAAx V; dAX ef Flor. Len. 131 5 rodsom.Flor.Len.131 dv jAwvom.O,Joan. 
Chrys., Flor. Len. 131 (txt. Sev. Ant.)  €yovras Flor Len. 131 6 adroy Joan. Chrys., Sev. 
Ant. ray pabnrdv V's rods wabyras Sev, Ant. émdetevutae V; dzreSeixvuro Flor. Len. 
131 

[19] 7 ‘HIS’... EYATTEAIZTHN: EK TOY AYTOY EYAITEAIOY O 8 mewvetv 
VO; miveiv (bibere) Fac. Herm. 9 dvapdpryrov: duaprnudrwv Joan. Chrys. Sev. Ant., 
Fac. Herm., Sn. Lat., Conc. Const. III 10 d€om.Joan.Chrys. obyi de: ov Syn.Lat.,Cone. 
Const. I 008": od« Syn. Lat. 088’ dv Fv cdsa V; o88e oda ay Fv Conc. Const. Il 

(20]) 11-12’EK  ... AOTOY: ‘EK =TOY ’AYTOY ‘’EYAITEAIZTOY 
(EYAITEAIOY 0) AOTOYVO 13 y'om.Joan.Caes. 77 €a7épq Joan. Chrys., Joan. 
Caes. améorn V 13-14 maAw drag om. Joan. Caes. 14 dnéorn VO p, 402, 
1.14-p.404,11  xaladAw...pdBovom.Joan,Caes. adAvv om, Sev. Ant. 
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18, BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM HIS HOMILIES ON THE EVANGELIST JOHN 


Just as when we gaze at him walking on the waves before the cross, we do not 
say that that body has another nature, but ours, so after the resurrection, when 
we see him bearing the marks of the nails, we do not say his body is still 
corruptible. For this was revealed because of the disciple. 


19. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, ON THE SAME EVANGELIST 


For just as being hungry is not reproach, nor falling asleep, neither is an eager 
desire for this present life. Christ had a pure, sinless body, but it was not yet 
released from natural necessities, since then it would not have been a body. 


20. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
WORK ON THE SAME EVANGELIST 


He appeared, then, in the evening and then vanished; then, after eight days, he 
appeared once again and again vanished; then after this, he appeared by the sea, 
and again 
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\ vA ~ lel / i dée Sas / rad 2 , BHA ¢ 
peta mood TOU poBou: Ti b€ Eat 76 “epavepwaev"; Ex rovTou SyAov 6rt 
ovx EwpaTo, ei 47) cvyKareBn, 61d. 70 Aourdv GpOaprov elvat TO Cpa Kal 
aK7jparov. 


[21] TOY OZIOY’E®PAIM.’EK TOY MEPI ATAHHS AOTOY 


Agbapota éoriv 7 avaoraais, dAAd tds obAds ovK Hpavier, iva YevwvTat 
pdprupes cod, dri evnpyyoev: od 76 POaprov evuBpicas TH TAY ovAdY 
Tapanory, Tovvavriov b€ do€doas TH apOapaia, 6Te do Tod Plaprod 
omparos THY plopav epuyadeucev. 


[22] KYPIAAOY’EIMZKOTIOY AAEZANAPEIAS’EK THE 
‘EPMHNEIAS THS EIS TON ITIPO®HTHN 'HEALAN 


Exedy Sé, matHoas tov Gdnv, aveBiw rpijpepos, eira reVeaTra THY 
avOpwrov pvow év €avt@ petapoppwhetoar eis dpbapotay Kal rHV TOD 
cod Kai Ilarpos eddoKiav, maons dn KaTevpvvopernv THS ys, 
peAdovody re Katapwrileabar tar COvav rH TAnOdv Kai Tis wev apyaias 
Kal ouvTpogou TAdVyS amopotTar, Karciabat dé mpds emriyvwovy atrod Te 
Kal Tob [Tar pos, aoBeBAnKe Tov emi To 7abety Trdvov. 


[23] TOY AYTOY- EK TOY OHZAYPOY 


A cad , / 
"Eresd7 dé Ovyrov Kai pOaprov avéAaBe ada Kal Tots TovovTous WADE 
/ > al fod a 
UToKEMEVOY, AvayKaiws LETA THS CapKOS Kal TA AUTHS LOvoTroLEetTaL 


[20] 1 Joan, 21.1 


[20 cont.] Len. 131, Test. 101 A, cum 101 B (hic Text. 18) coniunctum (f. 22”); Sev, Ant. 
Antijul. 1 (194, Ul. 8-13; tr. 149, |. 35-150, L. 3; 1); ibid. IT A (146, ll. 21-5; tr. 123, I. 17-21; T) 
[21] Ephraem Syrus (?), fragmentum primo apud Joannem Caesariensem, Ady. Aphthart. 11,7 
(72,1. 122-73, . 126), inventum, Cf. etiam: Niceph., Antirrh, LI, Test. 78 (370, |. 6); Antirrh. IV, 72, 
Test. 40 (468, ll. 18-19); Flor. Len. 131, Test, 102 (22") 

[22] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Isaiam V, 1 (PG 70,1188 BS-12) 

(23] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Thesaurus de sancta et consubstantiali Trinitate 24 (PG 75, 396 
C11-15). Cf. etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test. 103 (f. 22"); Sev. Ant., Antijul. I (233, IL 7-11; tr. 180, 
Il. 24-7; L); ibid. (287, IL 17-20, tr, 221,11. 23-7; 1); ibid. IT A (85, Il. 1-4; tr.71, IL 13-16; 1); Phil., Test. 
221 (351, ll. 25-9; tr. 287, Il. 2-6; 1); Antijul. IIT (120, 1. 11-15; tr. 99, 1. 36-100, |. 3; 2) 


VO [20] 2 efvae ante Aowrov transp.O 


[21] 5 d@@apola Joan. Caes. (ed. Richard) 7 om. Flor, Len. 131 6 pbaprov: 
dpbaprov O 7 6€om.O rod om, Flor. Len. 131 

[22] 9 KYPIAAOY ... AAEEANAPETAX: TOY MAKAPIOY KYPIAAOY O 
11 ddyv: Pavarov O 14 re 6€O 15 mpas: eis O 


[23] 18 de: yap Cyr,Sev.Ant. dméAaBeCyr. rovotrois om. Sey. Ant. 
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accompanied by great wonder. What does “he appeared” mean? From this it is 
clear that he would not have been seen if he had not permitted it, because from 
now on his body was incorruptible and undefiled. 


21. BY ST EPHRAEM, FROM HIS SERMON ON LOVE 


The resurrection took place in incorruption, but it did not make the wounds 
disappear, that they might become witnesses that God was active. By enduring 
the wounds, he did not show contempt for the corruptible [body]; rather, by 
glorifying it with incorruptibility, [he revealed] that he had banished corruption 
from the corruptible body. 


22. BY CYRIL, BISHOP OF ALEXANDRIA, 
FROM HIS INTERPRETATION OF THE PROPHET ISAIAH 


After trampling down Hades, he came back to life again in three days; then he 
contemplated human nature transformed to incorruptibility in himself, and 
the favor of God the Father, spread out already over the earth, preparing to 
become the light of the nations in its fullness and to turn [humanity] away from 
the ancient error that had grown along with it, calling it to know him and his 
Father. So he drove away the sorrow that comes along with suffering. 


23. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE THESAURUS 


Since he took up a mortal and corruptible body, one subject to passibilities of 
this kind, he necessarily made its weaknesses his own 
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; ch. Ae , 4 38 a... E / Z 
ma0n, KQLQUTYS VITO|[LEVOVONS GUTTA WS AUTOS UTOLEVWV Aéyerau. 


[24] TOY AYTOY.’EK TOY A’ TOMOY 
TOY EIX TON MAT@AION 


I1&s obv arr€0avev, dbdvaros dv, iva kal éyepO7 Kal vexpwon Tov Odvarov, 
ei p) mpoceAaBe oda To Tots TOU Gavarov vopors UrroKeipevor; "H rds 
av karéAvoe tHv pbopav, eEeAdv adrijs ro bn’ abth mpdtrov Te Kai 
Keijevov yevos, €l 117) EAaBe To POeipeabar TepuKos Kal eis idiav €udppwce 
Cony; 


[25] TOY AYTOY-’EK THZ ITPOX SOYKENZON’EMIZTOAHS 


Mera. d€ rH avaoracw Hv pev atTo To oda TO mEeTOVOds, TAH ovKETL 
tas dvOpwrivas aabevetas exyov ev éavT@- ov yap ere trelvys 7) KoTrOv 7 
érépou Tivos TV TovovTwY SexTiKoV elvar Payer add, dAAd Aoumov 
apbaprov: Kai ovxi TodTO pdvov, GAAA Kal Cworodv. Zwhs yap odd 
€oTt, TouTeaTt TOU Movoyevois. 


[26] TOY AYTOY. EK TOY TOMOY S' 
TH2 ITPOX ‘EBPAIOYS ENVISTOAHL 


Eqijxe pev yap 70 iStov o@ua tabeiv Tov avarov oikovouiKds, “iva Kal 
vexpav Kat Caovrwv Kupietan:” emetdi) b€ ada Cwis Fr, aveBlw 
TApax pHa, veviKnKos THY POopay: T@V oUTw Se cemTav THY KaTOpIwa.v 
od pice capkos dAXa 7h Tod Adyou duvduet Tpoavewovres, evaeHHaowperv. 


(26] 17-18 Rom. 14.9 


[24] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Matthaeum I: fragmentum primo apud Joannem Caesariensem, 
Ady. Aphthart. II, 19 (75, Il. 198-202), inventum. Cf. etiam: Flor, Len, 131, Text. 104 (£22') 

[25] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Ep. I ad Succensum, 10 (ACO I, 1,6, 155, 1. 27-156, |, 4; PG 77, 236 
B7-13). Cf. etiam; Flor. Cyr., Test, 46 (127, 1. 22-128, . 2; 1); Sev. Ant., Phil., Test. 46 (29, 1. 23-30, 1, 3; 
tr. 23, Il. 21-8; 1); I. 10-11 (werd ... éaur@): Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66, Test. 6 (484, L 30); 
IL10-13 (wera... Cworrotdv): Joan. Caes., Adv, Aphthart. I, 20 (76, ll. 203-7) 

[26] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Ep, ad Hebraeos: fragmentum hic primo inventum 


VO [23] 1 post adrdsadd.6 Adyos Sev. Ant. Antijul. I (233) 

(24] 2-3 “EK TOY ... MAT@AION: "EK TQN ‘EIZ TO KATA MATOAION O 
4 édep67 Flor, Len. 131 5 rod om. Flor, Len. 131 voor ante doxeiwevor transp. V 
6 avris om. Joan. Caes. 7 Keipevov: Urroxeijevov Joan, Caes. 7-8 Kal... Conv 
om. Joan. Caes. 7 tdiav: atStov O 

[25] 10 d€om.Niceph. post de add. ye Cyr,, Flor. Cyr. Ll eywy Cyr. 12 tadv 
... a7: ToLovTov Joan. Caes, 13 post dAAd add. yap Cyr. (txt. cod. V), Flor. Cyr. cod. $ 

[26] 15 S’ om, V 18 Fvom.V 19 d€0m.V 
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along with the flesh, and when it endured these things he himself is said to 
endure them. 


24. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM THE FIRST BOOK OF HIS 
COMMENTARY ON MATTHEW 


Being immortal, how, then, did he die, in order to be raised and to put death to 
death, if he had not taken on a body which was subject to the laws of death? Or 
how could he have driven out corruption, removing from it the whole range of 
activities and passivities within its sphere, if he had not taken on what was 
naturally corruptible and transformed it to his own life? 


25. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
LETTER TO SUCCENSUS 


After the resurrection, it was the very body which had suffered, except that it no 
longer had human weaknesses within itself. We say that it no longer was able to 
undergo hunger or fatigue or anything else of this sort, but from now on was 
incorruptible—and not only that, but life-giving. For it is the body of life—that 
is, of the Only-begotten. 


26. BY THE SAME AUTHOR; 
FROM THE SIXTH BOOK ON THE LETTER TO THE HEBREWS 


For he permitted his own body to suffer death as part of the divine plan, “so that 
he might be Lord of the dead and the living” Since it was the body of life, he 
raised it immediately, having won victory over corruption. And let us show 
reverence by attributing the accomplishment of these august mysteries not to 
the nature of flesh, but to the power of the Word. 


10 


15 


20 


408 IIPOX TOYS AGOAPTOAOKHTOYS 


[27] TOY AIIOY FPHIOPIOY TOY @EOAOTOY. 
EK TOY 'EIX TA @QTA AOTOY 


Ered Kalapav atrot rHv Oedrynta pépew od Tis ev yevece: Kal bop : 
pvoews, 51d. TOUTO Ta GptkTa wiyvuTat- ov yevecet woVvoY Beds, ovde CapKe 
vots, obd€ xpdvw 7d dxpovor, obd€ pérp~w Td dzepiyparTov, GAA Kal 
naplevia yévvnois, Kal aTysia TH Kal TYyuhs ardons bynArotépm, Kal 
mabe. ro arabes, caiT@ plapt@ 76 dbavarov. Exedy yap METO AHTTHTOS 
civat THs Kakias 6 copiotis, PedrynTos Amdt SeAedoas Huds, CapKds 
mpopAruart deAedlerat, iv’ ds rh Addy tpocBadradv, TH Oe wepiTréan, 
Kal oUrws 6 véos Addu Tov TaAaLov dvacwoyrat Kat AVOF 7d KaTaKpyLA 
THs capKos, oapKi Tob Gavarou Bavatwlérros. 

AEONTIOY>» Tottwv cvuppaovus rapa tav Siapavay Iarépwy ris 
ExrdAnotas eipnevwv, wavTws ov Kat ot rob abrob IIvetwatos abrots 
TemAnpwpevor TA avTA TdvTa@s Kal avTot PpovobvTEs eUpioKovTa 
HBovAdpnv pev obv Tas Tdvrwr Kal méoas, et oldv Te Hy, droTabau 
paptupias: Tob dé xdpiv uy atroKvijca TH wAROE Tov évruyyavovta, 
Tivdv Kal orLyas, TUTroV €xovoas Kal KavOva Ths ev TaaLW avTots aAnbeias, 
mapaGetva. éoTovddcapuer, Tov piAdmovov mpos Tas bALKas adTadv 
ovvTages mapaméeumovres, €v ais 7d axpiBes TaVvTWS TOU Kal mpd THY 
Hyereépev evpyoer Adywv. 


Probatio calami, ut videtur, in calce O,f. 151" (2) post conclusionem Leontii: 7@ evriotdta 
edylevearare] (2); cf. p. 118 supra 


[27] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 39, In sancta lumina, 13 (SC 358.178-80; PG 36, 349 A7- 
BS). Cf. etiam: Ul. 3-7 (€mevd3 ... d8dvarov): Niceph., Antirrh. HI, Test. 5 (344, IL 7-14); 
I. 4-7 (8a rodro ... dBdvarov): Sev. Ant., Antijul. I A (19, H. 23-7; tr. 15, 1 1 16-22); 
Il. 4-11. (ta totro ... PavarwGévros): Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. III, 41 (301, Il. 1-13; tr. 222, 
Il. 7-16) 


VO [27] 3 yevvyae. Niceph. 6 méons V 10 dvacwonrat: dvavedontat 
Sev, Ant. Conclusio Leontii: 12 <AEONTIOY: supplevi dragavadv: diapépwr O 
13 ofom.V 15 pevom.O 7 V 17 dAnGeias ante adrois transp.O 
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27. BY ST GREGORY THE THEOLOGIAN, 
FROM HIS ORATION ON THE LIGHTS 


Since it was not possible for the nature that belongs to becoming and corruption 
to sustain his Godhead in a pure state, for this reason what was unmixed 
became mixed: not only [was] God [mingled] with becoming, nor mind with 
flesh, nor the timeless with time, nor the uncircumscribed with measure, but 
also begetting with virginity, and dishonor with what is above all honor, and the 
impassible with suffering, and the deathless with the corruptible. For since the 
deviser of evil thought he could not be overcome, and lured us with the hope of 
divinity, he himself was deceived by the screen of flesh, and as he had assaulted 
Adam, so he might fall before God. So the new Adam might save the old, and 
the condemnation of flesh might be destroyed, death being put to death in the 
flesh, 


<Leontius:> Since this is the unanimous teaching of the illustrious Fathers of 
the Church, surely those who are filled with the same Spirit as they are will be 
found to agree with them completely. We did not want to set out all the 
testimonies of all authors, even if that were possible; but in order not to make 
the reader shrink back at their sheer number, we have striven to offer only a few 
texts, from certain authors, which contain the form and measure of the truth 
that is in them all; and we send the diligent reader on to their complete works, 
in which he will surely find the accurate version of what has been held long 
before what we ourselves have written. 


TOY AYTOY: 
AOTOS I": 
THS ATIOPPHTOY KAI 
APXOEIAESTEPAS 
TQN NEZTOPIANON ASEBEIAS, 
KAI TON TAYTHS ITATEPON, 
@2PA KAI OPIAMBOS 


VOP 1 TOY AYTOY: KATA ADOAPTOAOKHTON V; om. P 2 AOFOL I": 
ZYNTAIMA IIEPI O; om. P 4 APXAIOEIAEXTEPAX O 6 TAYTH2: 
AYTHZXO 7 ®OPA OP post @PIAMBOL add. AOTOX I" O 


By the Same Author: 

An Unmasking and a Triumphant 
Defeat of the Unspeakable and 
Fundamental Impiety of the Nestorians, 
and of the Fathers of this [Heresy] 
(Book III. Deprehensio et 
Triumphus super Nestorianos) 
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[PG 5 1357 B] Tpirov émt tots mpoAaBotci wor buat Adyous TotbTop 
GUVTATTWV, TO Te OE@ YapraTH prov Kai Tov acePav arHAnv cat OpiayBov, 
edéaipny av tov Kiprov rapeivar Kai viv july dpwyov Tis évvolas, kal 
Adyw Tov Adyov Hav arevPivas év Tvevuatokwyrw xapitt. Ei yap, ex 
Ocot Bonbotpevor, TOV Te GAAwy TavTwWY Kal THS ev XEpoiv Brobeceas 
epaysducba, Huiv re Carat piobds abroreArs Tav TOVWY H GUppaxia, Tots 
te dep dv Kal Ov obs of Adyou Mpedrelas evexupor, ei Kal j17) TH ALIA, TH ye 
duvdpet Trapaerpovpevov. Hyiv dé kat GAAws apoootrat Ta viv. 
TaAaov yap xpéos clopepopev, TaVTWY Xpedy eis ExTLOLv OiKaLdTaTOY, 
méAat pev aTrodobjvat dpetAduevor, b14. 5é ToAAHY Kal paKpav Treviav, [C] 
vov kal pods Kal ODX OGOV dfvov éxtivvucbar dpxopevor. 


Kal’ dv yap orn Anys & eons éyelpar TH Oe@ apre Tporpyfiat, Opiau dy - 


Te avrois TeploT Hoa, pers THY daéBevav év KpuTIT@ Tajrevopevots Kat 
TH) adpaver Kat ayvwotw moddots Beredlovow, adda Toppwher — 
PAvopevots, Kal TAYTH yLvoLevors PEVKTOLS Kal ATOTPOTALoLS, HV OTE Kal 
adros brjpyov 700 Oudcov prépos. Néov yap Tore bvra je, TOV TE XpOvoy 
Kal TOV AoyLopov HpTaKELoay, obOEV 6 TL UL TOV THS KaKias Opyavury eis 
TobTO KivHoavTes—Tpolleevov yap THY TAY Soypatwr axpiPerav - [1360 
A] dv ered} yevodevos—rovr0 57) 76 Tob Ad you—akpw SaxtvAw, Aixvos 
7 éyevounv Kal mpobuptas eis péerpov ovder 6 rt éveAtTrov. OL bé, AaBopevor 
worep TupAdcy dot Tivos éqidpevov, eis TO THS opEeTépas doePeias 
KaracTaca: Bdpabpov érexeipnoav. AAN dvanbév ol tis émupavetoa 
xdpis éx wécou Thy dddvTwr Hpmacey, Erodtatov HON yevdouevov 


VOP 1 rourovt V 2 Tei TOV 4 drrevOdvat: xatevbdvar V 5 mavTov 
om.O  yepaty V" (Torres) 7 onép... obs: 80 dv cai trép ots O 12 Kall cv: 
Kafas O epyv om. V adpri mpofpnuac dytimpoypyya: P 13 Te: ye O 
14 Seredlovras VO 15 patvopevous VO yewouevous VO gevxrots VO 
atrotporratous VO 16 we om. OP 19 rotry 3) 7@ V ante daxrihes add. 
TO Aixvea P 20 re V 21 rupardv ... égiduevov: Tuprod ... eprenevor P 


22 poi: pévror P; post éipavetoa transp. O 
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As L add this third book to the two that have preceded it, as a thank-offering to 
God and a monument and triumph against the faithless, I should like to pray 
the Lord to be with us now, too, as a support to our mind, and to direct our 
words with his Word, in the grace that is moved by the Spirit. For if we have 
undertaken all other things with God’s help, and especially this project in hand, 
his help will be itself a sufficient reward for our labors, and a guarantee of 
benefit for those about whom and for whose sake these words [are written] —if 
not a benefit worthy of his dignity, at least one proportionate to our power. For 
us, this present task has another justification as well; for we are paying an old 
debt, of all debts most deserving of payment: one which ought to have been 
paid off long ago, but which—because of our great and deep poverty—is only 
now beginning to be paid off, in a small and unworthy way. 

For those against whom I said just now I had chosen to raise a monument to 
God, and to surround with a triumphal procession, because they no longer 
store up their iniquity in hiding and deceive the masses with things unseen and 
unknown, but are visible from afar, and so become a warning for us and a signal 
to flee—there was a time when I myself formed part of their company. They 
captivated both my time and my reason then, young as I was, and they left no 
instrument of wickedness untried, to achieve this purpose; for I prized accuracy 
of doctrine, and once I had tasted it with the tip of my finger—as the saying 
goes—I became avid and omitted nothing that might curb my eagerness. They 
took hold of me, like a blind man groping after his way, and tried to pull me 
down into the pit of their own wickedness. But some kind of grace appeared to 
me from above and snatched me from between their teeth, where I had already 
become a ready victim; 
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Oypaya, wo0ov re Pepydtatov aperas éuBarobca Kal ris bia radrHy 
Eevitelas émdéiov. [Tds bé€ obn Hueddev 6 rov TopajA év épium 
cabodnynoas Kdyob ovvewmopos yevéoBar ris ExOnpias; Dé pwr Te ovTw 
mpOoTEepov aviKev, ews pe Oeiwv avdpav éyxatrébero Taddpats, ot ye ob 
povov mans exeivys THs Anuns TO bupa THs ens Puxis arexdlypar, 
GAAG Kail [B]pwrds lepod azérAnoay, tals TH Jeocdpwr BiBrots, rap dv 
avrots 7 dAjnfea Kat % Aoi} apeTy, Tas euds Kal xetpas Kal ppévas 
éyvioavres. 

Ap odv odk docBeias eoydrns ypapiy av mapa TO evyvwpdven 
evdikws drnveyxauny, el TabTa otw7h TmavTeA€? wapadotvar U7réeperva; 
“Ori d€ pun) aw apyys, wnde Ka7’ adbrHy exelvyy, ws etrety, THY dpav, KAP Hv 
dvaPrdpar 7iwpat, Tov evyapioTipiov cuvréraya, Tapateiobw fev 
Ocbs, wapaiteiobw dé Kal ra Geopradrv exaoros. Ob yapsv dyvwpoatvny, 
arn trép tot py Sd€ar tv wept todtwv edyapioriav tmpometovs 
ovyypapys rovetoba. mpopacw, poBw tov Adyov éxadivwaa. Nov 8 are 
dixaias Kai ob5é€ cvyywpovons Hpepelv dvaxiwynodons yds aitias, 
apooiwdoacbat [C]rd re xpéos Kal Tov 16Oov eoTovdaKa. A€.omiaT ore pos 
dé wave av einy, cis Te mia TL Trav AexOnoopevwy Kai eis 76 KaTatbéoat 
rovs db€ous, dv dpa BovAwvrat meipa yap, 7} pact TH Adywr BeBatorépa. 
Xpiotos bé or wapitw paptus, cal 6 rovrou IlarHp, ort pH amex Oeia 
TWOV HTH Mpos ErEepovs xa pite Ta Kar adrovs elt ACEwv: adda TpwTovs 
Lev avTOUS EKELVOUS KAT OLKTLCOLEVOS, ETELTG TOP HTATHLEvwY TO TARGOS 
ovK €oTuv OTE {47) BAo~UpdpeEVoOS, Kal TpiToV mpopuAaKTHpLdv TL BoHOnLa 
trois 6ov ow éumecoupevots ToDTOV TOV Adyov, Womep TL GAEENTH Lov 
gpappaKov, ovyKxepaoas eoTovdaca—mpoaeére dé Kai 7d Kpiwa Sedtws, ef 
unre TO TaG0s Huds cupradets KaTecKkevacev—ty El p17} TL GAA, TOUTO 87) 
KapTopopyow TO AvTpwoapevwy Kal oWoavTL THY ETEpwH TpOPvAaKyD. 
Mnf& adrot [D]b€ nuty yarerratverwoay, ef CLermety UTEeWELva aTrEp aUTOL 
ppovety od meppikactr. 

Aye 5% obv, eis pécov abtrav maperakuKAnowper Tas Kata THs GAnbeias 
éemuvoias, ais KéxpyvTat kata TOv dbAlws Tails poviKats adtdv dpKvaw 
dAdvat dpyopeveny. 


VOP 1 Gepuérarov: Gepdrepov O  dperis om. O; dperdv P  eiaBadodoa P 


2 Se: yap O  eeddev P 3 kafodnyjoas ante év épyuw transp.O xduor O 
évvéwropos P 4 dvijke: V éyudbero V; évexaréfero O 5 admdons Peas 
om. O daexdfapov P 7 Aowry om. P— xa? om. O 8 dyvojoavres O 
10 dreveyxauny P apadoPyvar O 11 pp om. O- dn’ dpyns: drapy# P 
éxeiynvy post elmeiv transp. O 12 mapyreicOw OP 13 wapyreicOw OP 
14 whom.O  edyaptorypiay P 15 Sdre:déadreP;readreO 16 ovd8e: ote 
b€ O Huds ante Apeuety transp. P 17 re om. O 18 dvom.P ein: fv V 
20 maphrw OP 21 mpcbrovs: fort. rparov 23 6ruP 24 ddAckvrypiov VO 


25 éarrovdaka P deSeras V 26 d)0m.O 
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it filled me with a burning desire for virtue, a longing worthy of a solitary life 
[undertaken] for its sake. How could he who led Israel in the desert fail to be my 
companion, too, on my exodus? And when carrying me, he did not let me go, 
until he put me into the hands of godly men, who not only cleansed the eye of 
my soul from all that rheumy matter, but filled it with holy light, cleansing my 
hands and my internal organs with the books of holy and wise men, from whom 
they themselves had drawn truth and the rest of the virtues. 

Would I not, then, justly incur the charge of the ultimate impiety before 
right-minded people, if I dared to commit these events totally to silence? May 
God and each God-loving person pardon the fact that I did not compose this 
work of thanks at the very beginning, or at that very moment when, so to speak, 
I was found worthy to see the light. I restrained my words, not through 
ingratitude but out of fear, because I did not want to seem to make my gratitude 
for these things the occasion of a rash broadside. But now, since there is a just 
cause, and one which will not allow us to be silent, spurring us on, I have taken 
pains to acquit myself of both need and desire. I should be more credible than 
anyone, as far as the confirmation of what I shall say and the shaming of the 
godless is concerned, if they were only willing [to listen]: experience, as they 
say; is more reliable than words. May Christ and his Father come forward as 
witnesses that I am not going to say these things out of spite towards anyone, or 
out of favor towards others. First of all, I pity them [= the Nestorians]; secondly, 
I always lament the number of those who have been deceived [by them]; and 
thirdly, I have endeavored to prepare this work as a preventive help, like a 
protective medication for those who have not yet succumbed. Besides, I am 
afraid of the judgment, if the disease had not made us more able to sympathize 
[with other sufferers]. If for nothing else, [] write this] to produce one fruit for 
him who redeemed and saved [us]: the protection of others. And may they [the 
Nestorians] not be resentful at us, if I have dared to speak out what they 
themselves have not shrunk from thinking. 

Come, then: let us wheel out on center-stage their arguments against the 
truth; which they use against those who unfortunately are beginning to be 
caught in their lethal snares. 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


416 HPO TOYS NEXTOPIANOYS 


a’ IIpadrov ev obv adrav tobro Bpéua THs wovnpias éra€cov, OTe uns’ 
e¢ A ¢ 4 ne) fa ‘ / a 7 
dAws Tovs Lepovs THs ExKxAnoias Kal Peoaddrous bexopevor bidacKddAous, 
TrAnv OTe pn Oeddwpov Kat Aiddwpov, ras mpwTas atTav THs aceBelas 
i, n 
myas, déyec0at TH Adyw vroKpivovras. 
B' Kai pry 6te rv peyadAnv cai roAvavOpwrov abvobor, Kai avr’ dAdouv 
\ é a - 
{1361 Al]rivos deAedoparos, trois amAovotépois mpoteivouaty, ov 
ppovodvres pe Kat arn (ovK ofda yap et tive GAAW TOV mpurretoov Too 
ppovetv Kar’ atriis TApAYWpovatr), dO, Opus 8 adriy os ceuvov mpoowretov 
e 
rob Kal? éavtods Spdparos dreroepyopuevot, AavOdvover TA TPATA THs 
eyyeipyoews: amra€ be reicavres b€xea0as SnOev THY aivodov, 7 Sexopevou 
yé rivos AaBdopevor; dtarrvvOdvovrar Srrotov atT@ avynbés re Kat pidov 
> a > \ 
tav Ilarépwv doxeiv- eira, ei TUXOL, pHOAS 6 Epwrapevos 7} TOV LEeyav 
6pbaduov r9s ExxAnoias Twavvyy 7 rods S00 peydAous pwornpas—Tods 
4 \ oh Y , € / >, ; ¢ \ LENG 
Karmaddxas pnpi—y tov pavérarov éwopdpov ABavaarov, ot dé (odde 
~ 3 a 
yap bropevovaty ove adTHy ye THY TOV dvouaTur arayyeAiav) dAAoLovGL 
yey evdis TO mpdowrron; Gps ye pays bmep TOU py) KATA Ty Tparny 
evruxiav B] |mAnEat tov ’ Onpaevov Kat ratry dmoporrjoat, “KaAot per 
pac,’ “KOE ot i ITarépes ovToL, GAN ovuTrw dcetvous TOY npcdaTay” et de TA 
dvépata Siarrvvddvoito, Avdyvwht mp@rov, pact, “Kal Tore yuaon Tives 
re Kal HAKoL TUyyavouaty, dv, GALE,” A€yovres, “obde TAS TpooHyopias 
ere wepeadyncas. 
‘ # v ¢ Fd \ AS - at ‘ 3 4 
y' oAdas re GAAas brvaxvotpevor Owpeds Kat cuvapoets, Kal TAS ETL 
Bactréws, et rbxat xpHCav, ciaddous, TH ev TéAEL TE THY TPWTHY TYLA 
Kai tov Aoyiwy Tap adbrots ry cuvdsairnow (b THs TOV KaKdy 
djetptas!), o8 mpdorepov améxovTa: mpiv adrots bromeceiv Tov «ire 
> a 4 ? wv a wv a 4 ~ ¢ , > 
éuabia, ire x peia, etre KoAaKEiG, Etre GAAw Tivi Tov Oaa Tayidedet olde 
\ Dae lal ¢ ~ “A 
TOUS [L7) TAOH PvAAKH THY EavTaV THpobvTAs Kapdiay. 
1 > a a 
[C] 8° Eira érewS av bad xetpa AdBorev Kai wevOdpevoy cxotev ev ols 


/ BT \ ‘: ” > A \ 2 cir 4 e A 4 
_BovrAovrat, et prev wovaxds ety adra@v 76 Oj pawa, emi re EAAnvixovs Adyous 


/ ” ‘ / 3 , y+ ¢€ re ‘ 
T POT pPETOVTAL, El YE IPOS TOUTOUS EmiTNOEiWSs ExwY EvpEDEin, KAL 


Scholion ad 18, Hucdamdv: éyywpioy O(X") 


VOP i odvom.P = éndéiov:détovP 3 uy unde V; omittendum esse conj. Richard 
(REByz. 5 [1947], 43, n.4) 5 xa om, O 8 mapaxwpycovow O be P 
9 dwepydpevor P 10 dexdpuevoi P 14 pavdraros VV; parararov oO. 
15 éwayyediav O 17 wAREae: fort. mipyjvat 19 StarrvvBdvouro: auvbdvoto O 
20 re om. O 21 és om. O 22 ante aAAas add. kai V cire: 7} O 
28 oyotev: €xyorev Vs ayotev ev om.O 29 reom.O 30 post edpebetn add. ore 


Py Y an 7 
cial picopdvaxot kat piadKado.  P 


Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos 417 


1. Their first act of wickedness worth mentioning is this: that though they do 
not accept any of the holy, God-given doctors of the Church at all, except for 
Theodore and Diodore, they pretend in words not to accept the first springs of 
their impiety [i.e. Paul of Samosata and Nestorius]. 

2. Then they hold out the great and weil-attended Synod {Chalcedon], even 
before any other bait, to the simple, even though they do not think according to 
it (for I do not know if they yield first place in thinking against it to anyone 
else!), but they slip it on as a pious mask for their drama, and at the beginning 
of the charade they escape unnoticed. Once they have persuaded [their hearers] 
that they do accept the synod or they meet someone who does, they cross- 
examine him as to which of the Fathers he habitually and by preference studies. 
Then if perchance the one questioned should say the great “eye of the Church” 
John [Chrysostom], or the two great stars (I mean the Cappadocians), or the 
bright dawn-star Athanasius, theyim mediately alter their faces (for they cannot 
endure even the mention of these names), but nevertheless—so that the quarry 
might not be terrified at first meeting and so wander away—they say, “These 
Fathers are excellent too, but no better than ours.’ And if their names are 
requested, they say, “Read [them] first, and then you will learn who they are and 
when they lived—these men,” they say, “of whom you, poor fellow, have never 
heard!” 

3. Promising other gifts and forms of assistance, even access to the emperor, 
if one should need it, and the first rank in magistracies and contact with learned 
members of their company (Oh, the extent to which the wicked will go!), they 
do not stop until the victim falls before them, either through ignorance or 
poverty or flattery, or any other of the things that can trap those who do not 
guard their hearts with every precaution. 

4, Then when they have taken him in hand and made him obedient in the 
way they wish, if the victim is a monk they turn him towards Greek literature, 
if he is considered apt for it; and 
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they make much ridicule of the simplicity of monastic life, and urge that fasting 
and watching and solitude are worth nothing (for they calumniate the life of 
practical virtue, and are disgusted even with the name of it), and urge him to 
change his habit, as something which stands in the way of this world’s wisdom; 
and they promise to enroll him in the clergy or help him along in some other 
way, if only he becomes a participant in their impiety. But if he is a layman, they 
promise him gifts that suit his station, not speaking the truth (for that, to them, 
is the real bliss of wickedness), but still leading him astray with hopes, and [so] 
they force him to gape at them in amazement. If my indictment on these charges 
has been brief, it is because time is pressing. 

5, Having recalled one or the other fact about them, I turn now to the great 
teacher of their foolishness. For since they see day by day the growing and 
justified hatred of their godless teachings and of the originator of their impiety 
among the faithful, they contrive a bitter blow against their way of life. For they 
say to us, in a kind of stage drama, ‘Away with Nestorius! He who was his father 
shall be father of the same teachings.” And when they have agreed on this 
among themselves, and have made what they think is the best plan in this way, 
they offer the faithful Theodore in his place. 

6. Although I would like to pass over a point yet more remarkable than 
these, I may not do so. They imitate the villainies of the Manicheans (for they 
cannot live any other way), and just as they [are divided] into the so-called 
“elect” and the “indifferent? so these divide themselves into the party which 
admires Nestorius and highly values communion with him, and those who 
anathematize him and pretend to be in communion with the Church. The ruler 
of all that is hidden will bear witness that this has not been fabricated by me. 
For when a friend of mine was pressed by them both to be in communion with 
them and to be admitted into the clergy of the [Orthodox] Church, and they 
saw he was reluctant to do such a fearful and bold thing, they said: “What harm 
can there be, if you use the Church as your Praetorium and the clergy as your 
army, but share our faith and welcome communion with us?” When he 
continued to be in doubt about this, and said it was impossible 
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to be in communion both with them and with the Church, they said, “You 
mustn't be dissatisfied with this sort of arrangement. Does the bread which is 
offered as a symbol of the body of Christ obtain any greater blessing than the 
bread sold in the market, or the loaves that the Philomarianites offer in Mary's 
name?” 

7. Now it is time to recount the praises of their “great teacher Theodore”: for 
that is what they say he is, whom the great John, after he [Theodore] had fallen 
away from his commitment and forsworn his profession, tried to draw up from 
the pit of lawlessness where he had fallen by two letters, like strong, long ropes. 

8. They say that he was only eighteen years old, and no more, when he began 
his drunken insults of the holy Scriptures; for I would not refer to his 
interpretations composed about the sacred Scriptures in any other way. 

9, Similarly, they say that when he wanted to capture Tarsus, the “eye of 
Cilicia,” after Diodorus, who had been the leader and father of his evils and 
impiety, had departed this life, it was Theophilus of Alexandria who prevented 
him from [achieving] this daring act; for those who were about to live under his 
tyranny had sent an embassy to him. 

10. This villain, when he was expounding the Scriptures in the renowned 
Church of that city once called after Antiochus, but now after God, dared— 
among many other things—to attack the title “Theotokos”; as a result, he stirred 
up the whole populace against himself. 

11. In all his misconceived exposition of the holy Scriptures, this defiled 
creature did not stop mocking and disparaging the labors of those holy doctors 
who had toiled over them. “I would seem to be in a ridiculous state,’ as the great 
Basil said, “if I tried to correct a murderer with a slap in the face.’ But come, 
change course, sing the praises of the inner world, and cast an eye on what is 
unmentionable to them [i.e., the Antiochene party] and inaccessible to the 
masses; I mean their inner chamber of irreverence. I shall not “dance secrets 
out,” as they say, but I shall reveal the execrable teachings of godlessness. Let no 
one blame us for what we say, for we are not the originators of the evil you are 
about to hear, 
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nor have we given cause for what will be said; for many books tell of their 
godless mysteries, although I myself would pray to God that such mysteries of 
impiety as these be covered with silence and darkness. But now I have set myself 
to relate these things, not to make you disciples of evil, but to deliver you from 
terrors, that I may set them headlong in flight and cry out loudly to all: “Flee, all 
of you, flee, flee far from the cliffs and the pits—flee the books of godless 
teaching, defiled with every heresy!” 

12. This “wise and great Theodore,’ as his admirers call him, since it means 
little to him to struggle against men, attempts and dares [an attack] on the glory 
of the Spirit, understanding all the exalted writings of the inspired sacred 
writers in a lowly way, and separating them from the providentially assigned 
number of the sacred books. 

13. The great servant of God and the living, eternally famous monument of 
courage, Job, he has scrubbed clean of about twenty thousand lines, and crossed 
out the writing of the Spirit about him, which the great James confirms in his 
catholic Epistle when he says, “You have heard of the patience of Job, and have 
seen the purpose of the Lord.” For we have not heard of his patience or learned 
of his end, except from the book about him. . 

14. For this same reason, I think, he bans the epistle of the great James and 
the rest of the other catholic epistles. For it was not enough for him to fight 
against the Old Testament, in imitation of Marcion’s impiety, but he had to fight 
also against the New, so that his struggle with the Spirit, our Advocate, might be 
more notable still. 

15, Completely rejecting the inscriptions of the holy hymns and psalms and 
odes, he attributes them all—in Jewish fashion—to the circles around 
Zerubbabel and Hezekiah, allowing the Lord only three. 

16. Even the Canticle of Canticles, the holiest of holy songs, praised by all 
godly men and all Christians, 
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recognized by the churches throughout the inhabited world, admired even by 
the Jews, the “enemies of the cross of Christ”—[even this] he has seized on in 
his adulterous thought and language, bold and boundlessly daring as he is, and 
excised from the holy books. 

17. And what would the inventor and father of wickedness, who acts in him, 
not do? Adding crime to crime, he has similarly thrown out the first and second 
books of Paraleipomenon, and the book of Ezra, in addition to the aforesaid 
books. 

18. Well, then, does he attack the holy Scriptures and destroy the good 
reputation of the most celebrated achievements of the Spirit, but hold back 
from secondary things and leave the fight and the victory in such things to 
others? Not a bit! For since, as he thinks, his struggle against the inspired 
Scriptures is finished and over, he begins a second contest, equal to the first; and 
so that he should not tire himself by attacking the details one by one, he takes a 
stand against the first teaching of Christianity and writes off the God-given 
Symbol of the reborn—I mean the creed of Nicaea; he does not simply mutilate 
it, but does away with it totally and utterly, offering another one in its place, 
taking no account of the venerable luminaries [who composed it], nor shrinking 
from the daring of such an attack. He proposes, as I say, another Symbol of 
Faith—rather, of unbelief|—writing, after belief in God the Father and the 
Only-begotten Son and the Holy Spirit, that he believes “also in the Lord Jesus 
Christ.” [Thus] he introduces a fourth person into the Holy Trinity and divides 
the characteristics of our one Christ and God into two persons, and attributes 
divine actions and supernatural birth to the true God, while attributing human 
things and things befitting a man, and first of all birth from the Virgin, to Christ 
as a separate individual. 

19. He dares another outrage, too, which does not take second place to those 
we have mentioned. For he has improvised a Eucharistic prayer, different from 
the one handed down to the churches from the Fathers, neither respecting the 
anaphora of the Apostles nor considering that of the great Basil, which is 
written in the same Spirit, as worthy of account. With this anaphora of 
blasphemies (not of prayers, after all!), he has carried out the sacraments of 
initiation. Well, is it worth 
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waiting for any other Antichrist, who so hates the interests of Christ and tries to 
overthrow them? I don't think so. He is sufficient, I say, to fulfill that person’s 
place and role in every way. 

20. Hear the other things about him, which it is neither good nor desirable 
to hear. The judgment of God, proclaimed in all the holy Scriptures, which even 
those who are far from the divine wisdom of the Christians have heard of —the 

single act of establishing those who stand and raising up those who have fallen, 
the medicine of sinners and the just end and complete requital of the devil, 
_ which neither the devil nor the demons dared to deny, saying to the Savior, 
- “What is there between us and you, Jesus, Son of God? Have you come before 
the time to torture us?” Gehenna and darkness and the gnashing of teeth, and 
all the things which are threatened and prepared for the wicked and sinners— 
these the wretch scoffs at, not expecting it for himself, and telling the rest not to 
fear a terror which is, as he alone supposes, a mere threat. Alas! Alas! Experience 
will teach him, since the threat has not struck him with terror, and since the 
impious, truly fearless one who laughs at the fiery earthquake—from whose 
face, like the devil's, God’s judgments are removed—has dared to put these 
things in writing. 

21. These are the reasons, you wretch, why those who belong to your faction 
love you! You have prepared for them this drug that destroys the fear of God— 
truly a bitter medicine, worthy of tears. This is the impiety of Eanomius which 
you emulate; reports about him seemed unbelievable until (as never should 
have happened!) these things were set out in your books, And your teaching has 
even outdone Eunomius, who taught that we should give place to the passions 
but not trouble the mind with practical things. 

22. Your disciple was Barsaumas, who led the Persian kingdom astray with 
the teachings of godlessness and the promiscuity of his life, legislating that no 
member of the clergy, to say nothing of the laity, need abstain from illegitimate 
_ sexual union or polygamy; for he held orgies and drinking-bouts to be gifts of 

God. 
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23. In translating your works into the language and tongue of the Chaldaeans 

and Armenians, the members of your own brotherhood have handed on to the 
_ pagans a heresy more godless than that of Arius; for the members of Arius’s 
- coterie endeavored to achieve this, too, except that each party made converts 
to its own brand of irreligion, one group the western barbarians and the other 
: the easterners. 

24. Is this a smali matter for you? Then add, I pray you, [your notion of] the 
fabricated sin of Adam, which he received from God’s hands, so that the world 
“might come to have a plausible cause for belonging to him: the unjust 
condemnation and exile of one who had not sinned, but had been falsely 
- accused. In your eyes, it was not because of this root of evil, and the rest of the 
impiety and wickedness of the men who followed, that Christ came, as the good 
shepherd, to save and lead back Adam—the wandering sheep who had become 
separated from the pasture of the hundred. 

25. Add, if you wish, the angels, created along with your darkness. For the 
- sacred Psalmist does not count, for you, as an adequate exponent of their nature, 
_ when he strikes his lyre for God, in the Spirit, [and says], “who makes his angels 
+ spirits, and his ministers flames of fire’ For “makes? which is a word in the 
- present tense, in the scriptural idiom signifies the past, as he immediately shows 
- by adding, “who establishes the earth” —that is, “who established” Nor indeed 
- do the other appearances of angels in the Scriptures put you to shame, where 
“they appear as light and flash forth lightning. 

26, Add also the essential darkness of the Manichees, according to you the 
first [being] of visible creation, which either exists alongside God without 
- beginning, or comes forth from God. 

-. 27. And add this piece of foolish wisdom: saying that the devil’s Antichrist 
will not be punished, but will be destroyed and dissolved into non-being, so 
- that good for souls may come from evil, the fear of God, which they would not 
have had from any other source (for you have abolished the judgment!)—not 
- from the enjoyment of good things, nor from their natural and ineffable longing 
for God, but only from the complete destruction of the Antichrist, and from his 
- dissolution into non-being. 
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28. Admit, too, on the subject of creation and providence, [that you hold 
that] not everything that is is from God, but that many useless things are 
‘produced as by-products and secondary accidents of what exists—not coming 
to be through God's will, but following unhindered on the nature of things. 
Time would slip by us unnoticed, if we were to glean “the grapes of your 
Sodomite vine” one by one! 

29. Do you never tire of revelling in impiety, O nature most productive of 
~ evils? You do not conceive of God as being essential good, or as being the spring 
and source of everything beautiful and good, providing for them in an essential 
way. Tell us, from what source is goodness provided to him? For according to 
you, he is not goodness itself. What, then, is its origin? You, at least, are the 
source of such evils as these, and yield little or nothing to the pretentious talk of 
Marcion and his “principles.” 

30. Our argument has come to the very crowning point of your impieties. 
‘From what source do you contrive this man who has become the counterpart 
‘of the Trinity, so that he is its living idol, comparable to the limitless life of all 
beings, and whom you offer to be worshipped in the ‘Trinity’s place by all visible 
and invisible creation, now and forever? Has not Moses’s legislation persuaded 
you, when he lays down that “the Lord your God you shall worship, and him 
only serve”? Does not the Savior cast this in the tempter’s teeth? 

31. You fabricate, as I said, [the idea] that Christ was created by the Trinity 
itself as a kind of holy, living idol, falsely alleging that the Trinity is teaching the 
worship of a creature. This is nothing else than the old infidelity, by which 
humanity came to fall away from God and to serve a creature instead of the 
creator—if you are not in fact contriving here something much worse than that. 
For you are not teaching that only men are affected by this, but all the creation 
which has been brought into existence by the Trinity, next in rank after the 
Trinity. You proclaim that [creation] should worship forever not God become 
man, but a man honored with the title of God—O you 
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Kak@v ov ToUTwy evayyeriwv Kipué, SiayyéAAets, avapopa Tis eis tdp 
Xpisrév cov THv ovrwv Aarpeias, ws am’ eixdvos eis Bactréa, THs abrog 
TYyLhs eri tHv Tpidda dvayopevns. Hddws § av cov mruBoiwny: adrdv [1373 

A]87) zov Xpuorov, mds Kal tive Aéyeus mpooKuvelys Ei pev avrov éaurd, 
yeAoudrarov: <i O€ TH Tp, dud. pécou Twos; Od yap bv é€auTod 6 abrés, 
"H ovos THv arrdvtwyr TovTo yepas exwv evpioKerar, 70 wNdevi Aatpede 
ere 7) TOV Gov weaiTHY jL6vos avTOs €aynKE; Kat ris dv7i€ou Gpos 7 dp 
od TO Xpior@ Sidws, wovov adrov Tyswpevov GAN ov TYLMvTa, eicdywy, 
TOV OUTW TLLLNOAVYTA; 

AB ' Qs 7dvs Tis el Zep yap kal doretay yevynaly Te kal dvar poy 
Toure mpooméKes TO dvO pera, Kal OGoV TpopynriKryy, Kal peukcpov 
radrnv brepaipovear- Ort 51) KaTa mpdyvwo.y 6 Beds Adyos yen, ev 
avTy TH TIS wATpas SvaTrAdoeL, THY EVWOLY AUTO TpOCKEX PHKE, YUMOKwY 
avroo [B] rv wepi ra KaAa rpdbeaw adianTwrov écecau. 

Ay' Ayvoias re abrov Copy Kaddrreis, wndev erat devor, OTL 7) O7rEp 
eddxet TH Kat akiav atta yrwpyevw Adyw. lds dé; Ayvoias abrov 
dvarremAnopevov eiodywyr, ovxt Kal duaprias; EE éxeivys yap avrn, ws 
amd mHYHS TmoTauos mpoxéerat. "H raya TH ayvorav att@ Bonbeiv 
doyparicers, evel ws TA TOAAG ovyyrwmpns a€odrat TO €€ dyvolas Tapa 
Adyou mparropevor, aviep j17) Aiav  popricdv. Ayvoetv 8 adrov Adyers 
TooovToY, OTL Kal Teipaldpevos ovUK eyivwoKev Garis Ein 6 Tretpalen 
avrov-: kai THs Kata Sidvovay daptias obd avTov Tov Kupior, 7 OTt Tovs 
aylous, Kabapeverw Tapaxwpets, 00d duapriav abrny olduevos etvat. 

[C] AS’ “OxAetabal re adrov mAdov ex TaV puxiKadv mabadv 7 dv 
owpatikdy doyparilew od ppirreis, capas odtwal Adywv. Kai TA 
KpeitTovt Aoytou@ Tas HOovas ExerpovTo. 

de’ Aidws 8 adrov x mpoKxomis apeTrdv xara wikpov Kabaipecbar, Kal 
emriTndEeLoTEpov Oonpepar yivecbar mpos brodoyny Tay Oed0ev atta ws 
avOpwrw rapeconevwr ayabar. 

As’ Barrileis 8 atrov, tv’ Exrore (ow yap mpdrepov) TeAcwbeis 
KATE vopLKyDY apeTrV, Xptoros xpyyarion TéAEwos, Kal THS evayyeAuKys 
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herald of this wicked gospel—and that by the offering of all beings’ worship to 
your Christ, his honor will be transferred to the Trinity, as that of an image [is 
transferred] to a king. I would like to ask you: Christ himself, how and whom 
do you say he worships? If he is worshipping himself, that is ridiculous; if the 
Trinity, by what mediator? For no one can be his own mediator. Or does he 
alone, of all creatures, have the privilege of worshipping no one, since he alone 
does not have the mediator you propose? And what is the definition of an 
enemy of God, but what you give to Christ: claiming that he alone is honored, 
but does not honor the one who has so honored him? 

32. What a gem you are! You fasten a solemn and gracious birth and 
upbringing on this man, like that of a prophet or even a little better: for [you 
say], God the Word, in his foreknowledge, willingly availed himself of the union 
during {Jesus’s] very formation in the womb, knowing that his resolution 
towards the good would be unshakeable. 

33, You cover him in a mist of ignorance, so that he knows nothing except 
what pleased the Logos, who was united to him in dignity. What? In alleging 
that he is filled with ignorance, do you not also suggest he is filled with sin? For 
the latter comes from the former, as a river flows from a spring. Or perhaps you 
hold that ignorance is to his advantage, since most of the time what is done 
wrongfully out of ignorance is judged worthy of leniency, if it is not too blatant. 
You say he is so ignorant, that even when he was tempted he did not know who 
it was who was tempting him; and you do not allow that the Lord himself, to say 
nothing of the saints, was pure from sinfulness of thought—although you do 
not consider this to be a sin. 

34. You do not shrink from teaching that he was more troubled by 
psychological passions than by the physical kind, stating clearly, “He mastered 
these pleasures by stronger reasoning” 

35. You posit that he was purified little by little through progress in virtue, 
and became each day more suited to receive the good gifts which were to be his, 
as a man, from God. 

36. You baptize him, so that from then on (for surely not before!) he was 
made perfect, according to the virtue of the Law, and could be called “the perfect 
Christ,’ and lay hold of the Gospel 
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eparnrat toAretas Kal Tadtyy exmAnpwon. [Ids 8 obxt Kal Tov ypdvov. 
atT@ dia TooTO ouvrerpHobat A€yets; Avroxapor yap av mpos 70 ToUrou : 
Sidornpa, Kai did TooTO GivToMoV 6ddv owTHpias, TOV GTAUpOD,. [D] 
dveupioxey. 

Ag Eis 6 OV KGL AKOVTG, AUTOV dvape pers, Umep éovTov per, ovx Kora de 
KOE bmep dAov Kéapou, rebut opevor- ws ok GAAws atr@ mepiecopevns 
THs KaTa THY avaAnpev KaiTis ex de€rdv rabedpas 6d€ns, 17 Oca waptupiou 
rerewwbévr. OdK olda “ris, wdev méAev dvdpaov,” as : TNALKOOT OV Tapa Gov 
eyxerpileran mpayy.a Kal oixovopiay peyddny Kal obras efaiperon, Kal per 
Ort THY avOpdrrov, AAG Kai Tacay yen ay drrepaipovoay piow. 

Ay! Agdouce dé tov Pavaror, oux as pas TUTaD €v €avT@, Kal | Abeow 
Hud ev €avT@ tHv Serrtav, GAN ws abros TobrTov mpotpoTabyy pebyaiv. 
[1376 A]év ob zor’ dv breABety Exovaiws Katedébarto, ef jun) THS waKpas 
oUTw dov Kal ToAvaTtixou voubeaias TeTUYnKEY, HY OU TEpiTAGTTUW Ta 
ayyédw mpoavepners. O05€ yap dyyéAous auxopavTety Tapaith, O76Te TOV. 
Beodoyixdv Tob ayyéAou buvor, Kal Tov emivixcov ov Hoe TH Xptar® ofa 
Ged, dcov obdérw Sid Tod Pavpaciou rovrov Kat breppvots Tis detdias 
Spdipraros—ddyBuviis 3 OVTWS deiAias Tov KaTa TOV Bavarov—€devbepodvri 
Tov TuKpOU TOV dvOposrreny Tupavvors od as dv betA@ Tivi Kal dvavdpw Kat 
70 OAov gidaitw TH LwrHpe bd Tob ayyéAou yeyevjaOat Taparnpets, 
puyaywylas tpdrw Kat mapnyoptas. TO yap “Epavy a&yyedos Kupiou 
evicxdwv avrov” buvev elroy Kat Peoroyav aAAot Te TLves THY Tarépwv 
Kat 6 Kimpios yépwv-—6 péyas, pnt, Enupdvios—xai eis ovotaow ris 
fewpias [B] ravrys mponyayor 70 ev TH weydAn QOH TO Veoodpw Mwcet 
eipnevor, “Evioxvodrwoay avT@ mdavres dyyedou @cov. QDs bé ad 
doePeis, ris aKpas edenoe TO dyyéhy mrapnyo plas, KATOMETTWKUIQY TH 
Abn Kal Katamobetoay Tob Xprotod rHv puyy éx Tob Kara TOV Advarov 
ddous dvacrioat omevoorrt. os 


8 Cf formulam Homericam, ris, 7édev els dvdpdy; Il.21.150; Od. 1.170; 7.238; 10.325;14.187; 
15.264; 19.105; 24.298 21-22 Luc. 22.43 23-4; cf. Epiphanius, Ancoratus 36.5 (GCS 25, 47, 
il. 8-14; PG 43, 84 C 8-15) 25 Deut. 33.43 (LXX); cf. Epiphanius, ibid. (GCS 25, 47, IL. 5-8; 
PG 43, 84 C5-8) 
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way of life and fulfill it. Why do you not also say that his time, for this reason, 
was cut short? For he might grow tired because of its length, and therefore 
found the short way to salvation: the cross! 
_ 37. You raise him up on this [cross] as one unwilling, to die on his own 
behalf, and nonetheless for the whole world, since the glory of his ascension 
and his enthronement at God's right hand will not come to him in any other 
way, if he has not been perfected by martyrdom. I do not know “who, from what 
race of men, is, according to you, capable of undertaking such a great thing, so 
great and outstanding an accomplishment of grace, exceeding not only human 
nature but that of all creation. 

38. He feared death, not in that he took our form on himself and destroyed 
our fear in himself, but fleeing from it himself headlong; and he would never 
willingly have accepted to undergo it, if he had not received such a long and 
wordy exhortation as you give, which you have contrived and attribute to the 
angel. For you do not hesitate to calumniate angels, in that you take the divine 
hymn of the angel, the victory song which he sang to Christ as God, as he stood 
on the verge of this wonderful and supernatural display of fear—true and 
genuine fear, of one face to face with death—ready to free [man] from man’s 
bitter tyrant; and you babble that it was spoken by the angel to a timid, cowardly, 
- completely self-centered Savior, in the manner of persuasion or encouragement. 
For the phrase, “An angel of the Lord appeared, comforting him,” means he was 
praising him and speaking on behalf of God, according to various Fathers, 
especially the Old Man of Cyprus—I mean the great Epiphanius; and as a 
support for this theory they produced the saying in the great ode of the divinely 
wise Moses, “And let all the angels of God comfort him.” But in your impious 
interpretation, he needed the long speech of the angel, who strove to raise up 
the soul of Christ, prostrate and cast down in grief, from the fear of death. 
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Kivévuvov yap elye tov €oxyatov, 7d8€ 76 wav én’ adT@ cadevdpevor. 2 

Pevdh tatra elvar gis; [Io\Aod ye robr dv ériysnodpyny. Nov $e _ 
of Gavpacrol Kat Aajrpol cou dydves Kara THs Tob Oeod Adyoy — 
evavOpwmyoews, Kal ot TeTacpevor per Kata Tov avrbéraw aipetikay — 
moreno, kata bé€ THs GAnOelas SvTws OTparevodsrevot (hy emery) 
mroAcpijoat (cl mpobej.evos, aOuvaTobv cot evivwoxes TO eyxetpnia, 
eniypapa Tob Kar adThs ToAguav TO KaTa THY alpeTiKaY Tpo€eypa—as 
mpdoypayya), GAAa Kat Ta Kata Mayovoaiwy Anphuata ratte 
KnpvTrovowy, al Te AotTal THv papa napeenyjaers. Od yap €or. Sroy 
pe TavTa TOV Gaupaciwv cov mévenv diaTeOpvAnrat, a7d ev TTadrAovu rot 
Lapocdrwy ap&dpeva, dia dé trav év wéow eis Addwpov karavryoarra 
(Goris Got TOV KaK@v TodTwy yéyover HyEeuUwv), ovTwW dé yewpynbevra. 


4 \ “ 4 ; it , 1» SE 
Tapa Gov Kal ToOGOUTOV TpocAaPdopeva peyebos, ws emixadtiat THY abEor 


mHyHY TOV coy SaxbiAH ToTApLOv. : 
AB’ Nos be yéyovev GAKds Te Kai Siwpvé orev, Kat oby GAov Gov durnbeiaa, 
Xewpioat THS doeBelas TO pedua, Nearéptos: el 0€ Kal xm pioat (Dlicxucen, 
GAN odK HO Kal imappnordcacBar Kal TGot TpoXeai 7a Ga TOV Praognprdry. 
vdpora, ou yranpns pabuyuig (arrodoyypoopau yap), dAAd TO orevovaba 
ToL mAnOeot. Abros pev yap Kal? 7 yovxiav TH 7 aceBeia OVYYLVOMEVOS, Nov. 
airys éxnémwxas Tov dyeTov: éxetvos b€ ereidy) év TL TOV OMY dpas 
duapevpatwr oxvPadrov eis 76 KoLvov mpovTEve Kal THY OeoTOKOS Puri. 
dmeydpevce jLOvnV, eoUNXaVWS Lev TpdS TAS apyas TAS GAnBeias [1377 A] 
lordmevos, Kal TH TpwTy Tod Ocod Hudv Kara capKa yevvyoer THY Tacay 
é€fs dvarpaby Tov wvaTypiou axodovbiav. “Opws 8 obv jAw Kai TH eoxaTny: 
erige dixny, egw Jeiou xopot pera TOV doeBnuaran, dvéexaov veyed) pynKer, 
dmedabets, Kal id agiay avréxrise TOV ody pabyparwv Trowny. Anéxpq 
Kal TATA THY TAaCaY TOD 0 dvdpds TapaoTHoa doeBevar, e€ 6 OvUXOS, ff) pact 
dmodeckvivra Tov A€ovra. Hi 8€ ris dreore? robrous (kal yap eiow dvTws 
dmorias ava), Katou Hewpopat, Tou mdGovs dixatoTarov ye ovros, evel TO. 
un amoreivy THv TowotTwv Kakav ovK Gpoipov éd€yyes TOV padias 
muorevoarTa, Td yap eis ovyxaTrdbecty ETrourov 


Scholion ad 21, dapevpdrwr: dudpa rézos évba d:€pyerat tdap V (3°) 
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For he was in mortal danger, which shook everything inside him. 

Do you say all this is lies? I would give a great deal for it to be so. But now 
your marvelous and renowned attacks on the incarnation of God the Word, 
and the fictitious wars you make on opposing heretics, which are actually wars 
on the truth—though when you started battle against her and realized that the 
feat is impossible, you entitled your war against her as a war against heretics— 
as well as your ravings against the Magians, all proclaim this, as do the rest of 
your misinterpretations of the Scriptures. There is no place where the fruits of 
these wonderful labors of yours are not common talk; they began with Paul of 
Samosata, came down through the intervening generations to Diodore (who 
was your leader in these outrages), and were so cultivated by you, and developed 
_ to sucha size, that your abundant river overshadows its godless spring. 

_ 39, Then came your aqueduct, your narrow pipe, which could not receive 

the whole flow of your impiety: Nestorius. And even if he could receive it, still 
_ he didn’t dare to pour forth the floods of your blasphemies for all—not through 
weakness of will (I am trying to make excuses for him!), but because there were 

too many of them to flow freely! For you associated with impiety in a leisurely 
way, and drank the full stream of it; but he, when he lifted up one piece of dung 
from your sewer, broughtit outinto public, and spoke only the word “Theotokos,’ 
- cleverly taking a stand on to the first principle of the truth, and in the first 
begetting of our God in the flesh destroying ail the rest of the mystery which 
follows. Nevertheless, he was caught and paid the ultimate penalty, being driven 
_ out of the holy gathering with the impious theories he had cultivated from you; 
he paid the due fine for your doctrines. This is sufficient to present the whole 
impiety of the man, “showing the lion,’ as they say, “by his claw.’ But if anyone 
does not believe this (for they are really unworthy of belief), I do not blame 
them, for such a feeling is most justified: not doubting such evils, after all, 
suggests that the person who is too ready to believe is not without a share in 
them! For if one is ready to agree, 
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Kai eis Teipav éroyudratov. AAN Huds ye 7 teipa, Hv Te Ex TAV BiBAwY 
atrov auveidéypeba Kai nv ex tOv CnAobvtwv abrov axynKdaper, [B] 
amvorety ovK émitperrer, kaimrep 0eAovras. Ids de kal amoretv Suvaipny, 
TOV KaK@v THY TELpav ev EuavTa oxeiv Kivdvvedoas; 

tu’ Ot be (odde yap ciar copol, rAnY wdvou TOD KaKoTrOLEtV), E7rEL fur) 
divavtar Urep To’Twv arrodAoyncacbat, TOV péyav Hutv mpoTeivouar 
Bacidevov yeypapdra te Avodwpw Kal drodeEduevov abrov Twa THv 
mept Tpiddos ovvtraypatwv—od yap évavOpwrnaews eimeiv €xovoww— 
dAAous Té Tivas THy Tlarépwv 7} yeypapdtras 7 weuvnwevovs avrod 
maperoxuKAovat. 

[C] pa’ Tov d€ Qpvyévnv od Oavpdlovow ori 6 trav Oavpdrwv 
érwvupos I'pyydpios, tov e€itypiov ovvrattwy, pupious eyKwptow 
dieEevow eis avtov KvKAovs; Kal ti Aéyw ‘Qpryévnv; “Orov ye Kail 
Armodwaptos, 6 kata dudperpov adt@ ths aAnOeias drroopares, jpupias 
mpos adrov ematodds yeyevnobar kourraler APavaciou te Tob peydAov 
Kal Saparriwvos, kai ye Tay GAAwv door tore yeyovact Aaptrpol pworn pes 
Kal THs aAnOelas mpopaxou ei S€ Tis THY GAnY jeTa Xelpas Ad Bor Hr 6 
yvwpiyzos Amodwapiou Tydbeos exxAnoiaoriKyy auvTarres toropiay, 
ovd aAAov TVA. TOU TOGOUTOU TOVOU KOTO EvpHaEL TANnY THY ATroAtvapiou 
avoTact, hv ex upiwy ovyKexpoTnKe TMV am’ avTod Te Kal eis adrov 
ypaxperaay TE [D]xat dvr uypaperady emia ondy. Oi & adroi por Soxodar 
Kal Anudv Taxa. ovaryoewv Hetv, dt Kat Iatdos atdrov Pwpatois 
ouveornger, Kat tov Tovdav ovvtarrew TH xXop@ Tav droaréhan, 
ToAAaKis TH Nw pt ovvadrcbevra. AAN dKoverwoay Kal mpos Huy, ws 
ei weAAotev Tas pds Tivas Tav Ilarépwv yeypappevas emioToAas mpo THs 
adnbeias aidetofar, ob Ocddwpov 7 Avddwpov pdvov, dAdAa Kai aAdovs 
TroAAods, Kai ovs 006’ avrol BovAovrat, cupmapadéyeoIar BiacOjcovra. 
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Il, 49; PG 32, 572 B) 9 (dAAovs ... adrod): cf, Joannes Chrysostomus, Jn laudem Diodori 
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he is ready to experience. But for us, the experience we gathered from his books 
and heard from those who admired him will not allow us to disbelieve, even if 
we would like to. How could I not believe, who have run the risk of having the 
experience of this evil myself? 

40. They also—not wise, except in doing evil—since they cannot defend 
these things, point out to us that the great Basil corresponded with Diodorus 
and accepted one of his treatises on the Trinity—for they have nothing to say 
about the Incarnation—and they also smuggle in certain other Fathers who 
either wrote [to him] or remembered him. 

41. They do not admire Origen just because Gregory, named for the wonders 
he worked, when he composed his farewell address, went through countless 
meanderings of praise for him. And why do I mention Origen? Apollinarius, 
who fell from the truth in the opposite way, boasts that countless letters were 
written to him by the great Athanasius and Sarapion, and by other bright lights 
and defenders of the truth who lived at the time. If one picks up a copy of the 
whole ecclesiastical history which Timothy, the pupil of Apollinarius, put 
together, one would not find any other purpose to the work but to support 
Apollinarius by welding together countless letters written back and forth, from 
him and to him. The same approach, it seems to me, would probably recommend 
Demas to us, since Paul recommended him to the Romans, and would include 
Judas in the company of the Apostles, since he often met with the Savior. But let 
them take it from us: if they are going to revere any letters written by the Fathers 
above the truth, they will be forced to accept not only Theodore and Diodore, 
but many others, including those whom they do not wish [to accept]. 
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12) 4 (6 Bedpopas avOpwros): cp.) Vedpopos odpé: Basilius, Hom. in Ps. 59, 4 (PG 29, 
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42. And this point of theirs is similar: they say, “In the points on which you call 
Theodore or Diodore to task, we find the rest of the Fathers guilty, too.” And 
they produce for us Sarapion saying, “God put on the man,’ and Basil saying, 
“The god-bearing man,’ and each of the Gregories—the one saying, “He is said 
to be God, not of the Word, but of him who is seen,’ and the other saying, “And 
the stripes belong to the servant, concerning whom he is Lord”; and with their 
nails they scratch off similar little sayings from the rest of the Fathers for us, 
such as “he took up,’ and “he assumed,” and “he put on, and “he was twofold,” 
and phrases like these which express a difference between the essentially united 
natures of Christ. Above all, [they point to] Cyril's references to “hypostases” 
and “the man from Mary” and “the temple from the Virgin.” But they do not 
hear these same Fathers speaking of “mixture” and “commingling’, 
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cf. Greg. Naz., Orat. 43.64 (PG 36, 581 A8) (wd@os) cf. Ignatius, Rom. 6.3 (ed, BX. Funk— 
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“organic union” and “divinization,” “the blood of God” and his cross and his 
suffering and his death, and more important than these, “the second begetting 
of the Word according to the flesh” And why need I mention the union in 
essence and essential union, the one hypostasis of two natures, than which 
nothing could be more unitive or organically one? 

First of all, we must consider this: that our controversy is not about 
expressions, but about the manner [of existence] of the whole mystery of Christ. 
We cannot simply accept or reject this [sc. our understanding of the mystery of 
Christ] on the basis of this or that formula or certain expressions, but from the 
basic principles. For every heresy breaks away over them, since beyond the 
principles everyone agrees with everyone else on terminology, so that they 
make even the phrases of the Scriptures their own, but adapt them to their own 
purpose. What are the principles behind our terminology? Clearly a manner of 
union 
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which has come to exist essentially, not relatively, so that the Word is in a 
complete humanity—as the “inner man” coexists in us, according to the 
Apostle—and contributes to the definition of the whole [Christ] after the 
union, as the Fathers who condemned the Samosatean made clear. But we pay 
no attention to those who take a stand against the truth in direct opposition to 
us, proposing interpretations which, they think, suit them, so that we should 
proclaim with them mere seeming and imaginary [humanity] or a change and 
a confusion [of natures]; nor do we propose your own theory, as you have 
thought it up—defending an imaginary divinity, or your vain hope in a mere 
man, as if these ideas came from the Fathers. As I have said, our battle is not 
about formulas, but about the things themselves, and their union and organic 
relationship to each other; the Fathers thought this had happened in an essential 
way, but you introduce a relational and conceptual version of it, and therefore 
are forced to defend the worship of a man. What could be more irreverent than 
this? For it belongs to the impiety of Paul and Marcellus, Photinus and Nestorius, 
alone to think such things, since they openly define Christ as a mere man, a 
notion that each of the divine teachers of the Church individually, and all of 
them together, have disowned and denied with unanimous statements of 
rejection. Above all, the last Synod [denied this] the seal of all the holy synods 
which preceded it, which took place at Chalcedon—and which fully destroyed 
the bulwarks of your irreverence, reconfirming the Symbol of the faith. It 
acclaimed with glowing tributes the overthrower of your impiety, that true lion 
[sc. Leo] who justly rose up against the crafty fox Eutyches, and who scattered 
and annihilated with counter-arguments his concealed impiety, and crowned 
Leo with fitting honors. 

43, “But those heretics,’ they say, “were condemned, while no one had 
condemned these [of our party].” They achieved this, my good friends, not due 
to the fact that they were blameless, in themselves, but due to their taking good 
care to escape notice. For they did not dare to exhibit their impiety to many 
people, 
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since they knew this would be unsafe for them. Just so, the fact that the heresy 
of the Arians was raging at the time, and consuming the Church like a wildfire, 
offered opportunity to many—Apollinarius for one, Macedonius for another— 
to blaspheme without attracting attention. One could here appropriately use a 
medical analogy, and say that when two kinds of pain rack a body, the more 
severe obscures the less severe. So Apollinarius grew like an enlarged spleen (to 
use the words of your Interpreter, and concede you a point, even in our 
argument), acquiring an unnatural size in the run-down state of the whole 
body. I can compare your own undertaking to this same image. For the concern 
of the Fathers over the most necessary and urgent matters allowed the ancestors 
of your impiety to slip by them, especially since they feigned that they were 
drawn up fighting the same enemies as the Fathers on the question of the 
Trinity; therefore they captivated people's attention, and furthered the 
possibility of their own escape by the appearance of unanimity. Evil is hard to 
detect, when masked with an expression of benevolence. 

44, But in the condemnation made against the unfortunate Nestorius (for he 
was indeed unfortunate, since he alone received the death sentence, after being 
handed the sword by others, as we say) they, too, have been expelled; for in what 
the Scripture calls “the fully taught disciple,’ who is “like his master,’ they have 
reaped [the fruits of] their own labors. Even so, if one should investigate this 
matter, he would find that they stand accused by many others, but especially by 
the most zealous opponents of your impiety, Cyril and Proclus: the former 
composed a whole work against them (though some dared to compose a 
rejoinder, which introduced a larger range of subjects than the original 
accusations), while the latter wrote his synodical letter to the Armenians, and 
there arranged the blasphemies of Theodore in chapters, to refute his impiety. 
And need I mention the holy Rabbula, bishop of Edessa, a man who was, they say, 
a prophet? When the enthusiasts for Theodore's wickedness could not endure his 
frankness and reproaches, they attacked him, after countless other dangers, 
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Ei pev obv radty relcomev buds Kal peraBadrorobe, oxbe yodv, aAjOerav 
TPOTLLMVTES TpOTWTWY, TOUT Gmervov, Kal TH Oew@ xapis: et 8’ ov, GAN’ 
bas ye Saxptaouer, Opjvwr Kal ddupuadv ovras a€ious, Huds 8 atbrods 
Tov Ocot Te dvaprHaoper, Kal TOV paKkapiwy eAmidwy €xowevot, ov ToTE 
An€owev dv te Exov of matépes Hudv Kal Huiv tabras piravO pars 
iav dia Tav év wesw TapérEwbar Kal peraTapeboaay, TOOTO jLOVOY Trap’ 
Hea exBiBalovres, ampoakoroy adrav puddrreww THY TapakaTabyKny. 
Vv dpeiwrov re Kal aAnOuvrov puddrrovea 7 ayia ToD Ocod ExxAnaia 
Siarehet, Kal duateAeoer expe “Tis weyaAns emupaveias TOD weydAov [B] 
Ocod Kal owrjpos judy Inoot Xpiotod; “@ 7 d0€a Kal 76 patos eis Tods 
aidvas. Aun? 


ITPOAOTOS TQN ‘YTOKEIMENQN XPHSEQN 
QEOAQPOY KAI TQN AAAQN AIPETIKQN 


Ex tadv PrAacgynprav Ocoddpou odriya ex woAAGy, eis EvderEtv THs dAns 
avdtov mepi TO Soyua oKatdTyTOs, Tapabécbar eomovddcapmer, iva ex 
ToUTwy Kal epi TOV AoiTaY mioTwowpeba, ws ovdev adrod 
Karepevoducla 7 TOV Ta exeivou ppovotvTwy. Hi wev yap otdv re Hv 
evKoAws Tas mdoas adTod cbpeiv cuvTaéets, OUK Av WKYNnOAWEY TEpt 
nmavTwv Tov Kepadaiwy, [C]év atdrov éyparsduefa, atdrov exeivov 
moujoacbat paptupa: erred) Se woAts Kal wera TOAAOD KdTrOU ErLvoLeOY 
Te pupiov THY KaTa THs evavOpwrnaews avToo PiBAov edpeiv deduvjpcba 
(apodpa yap taparepudAaypéevws Ta abTov Tois dpunTos eKdiddovan 
dappovat), rovTou evexev TA Kata THs evavOpwricews Tod Lwripos 
adT@ eipnueva pova ev TH Tapovtt cvAAcEaobat Seduv7peba. 


1 (éi r&v &6or): fort. Ibas Edessenus 10-11 (ris emiupaveias ... Xpiorod): Tit. 
2.13 11-12 (@... Auyjy): cf. Hebr. 13.21 
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by trickery, entrusting an insider [Ibas?] with performing the deed. 

If, in any case, we manage to persuade you with all of this, and you change 
your mind, even at this late hour, honoring the truth before persons, all the 
better—thanks be to God! But if not, we will shed tears for you, since you 
deserve laments and wailing, but we will let ourselves depend on God. Sharing 
in blessed hope, we shall never give up what our Fathers possessed, what they 
handed down and passed on to us so very generously, through those who came 
after them. And we shall undertake only one thing for ourselves: to keep this 
trust of theirs safe from harm, which the holy Church of God continues to keep, 
free from subtractions and additions, and will keep in this way until “the great 
appearance of our great God and savior Jesus Christ,” to whom be glory and 
power for ever. Amen. 


PREFACE TO THE FOLLOWING EXCERPTS FROM 
THEODORE AND THE OTHER HERETICS 


We have taken the trouble to assemble a few samples of the many blasphemies 
of Theodore, to demonstrate his completely twisted view in regard to doctrine, 
so that from these we may win credence about the rest [of our argument], 
proving that we have not made false charges about him or those who think as 
he does. If it were possible to find all of his writings easily, we would not hesitate 
to make him the witness for all the charges we have laid against him, But since 
we have been able to find his book against the Incarnation only with difficulty 
and great effort and a good deal of planning (for they dare give his works to the 
uninitiated only very cautiously), therefore we have been able to collect in this 
present [florilegium] only sayings of his from his work against the Incarnation 
of the Savior. 
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Ei 6é ris amoarei, dyer 5€ dAws oxodjv Kal mpobvpetrat, Cnrnodra 
avrtov tds te cis THv Téveow prataorovias Kal THY KaTa TOD Td 
BiBrov, rHv te mapeEnyynaw qv eis THY pos ‘EBpalous émoroAny 
TEeTOnTat Kal nV Kal Eis THY pos KopwOiovs kal Dadaras, td. Te Kara 
Mayovoaiwy att@ ovyypapévra Kal tiv Kata Ta&v tepdv Padudyv 
tuprororov [D]mpofewpiar, ra Te brép Edvowiov kata BaotAeiov rod 
mavu (oUTw yap €ya KaAd THY ma0ns KaTHyopias peoTHY Urép adrod 
amodoyiav), tas [1385 A]re eis 70 Kata Marbaiov cal Twavenv Kal 
pevtor ye Aovkay teborAwpévas eEnynoers Kal BAaopypias, Kal Kar’ 
avrav d€ Tay lepdv amooréAwy Kal evayyeAoTav trepypavous Kal 
amroreroAunpevas pepurpers, TA Te GAAa adrod, iva 7 TO Ka? ev AEywy 
ouvTaypata: Kal dyperar BUOov aocBeias mdons tHS Mapkiwvos Kal 
Otadevrivov, mpos be kal Tis THYTS TOV Kaxk@v—rod Mavevtos Aéeyw— 
BdeduKrorépay Te Kai dDewrépav yuayny Te Kal eyxelpyaww. 

‘Hyets de, ds Epapev, Tob uy dd€ox wavTy audprupa 7a Kar’ avrod 
Aeyopeva Katadimelv, troddais, ds env, emivotais te Kal peOddors 
XPNTAwevot, dvov TO Kara THS evavOpwmyjoews atta ovvtaybev evdpety 
isxvoapmer, ag od Kal Tabras Tas xpnoes Tapaléabat €orovddacapev. Ei 
5é Oeds emitperrot Kal 6 ypovos Huds mr) etAcizou, érépav Kat’ adrod 
otvvraéwv [B]rounodpeda, ev 7 Kara oxoAny éexdoryv avtod dodBevav ex 
Ta&v adTovd Adyav avAdcEdpwevor, pos Tiva Te THY alpeTiKayv EKAOTH THY 
ovyyéevevav exer €k THY map exeivois xpjoewy Sei~ouev- Kal pny Kal THY 
oAnv adrob ppevoPAdBevayv, Kai Hv mpos TaVvTas TOs ayious éxet Ilarépas 
mept mavTa evavtiav yrwpny, ek TOV lepwratwv abtav movnudatwyr 
emideiEouev, avTippytikats Te mpos avTov emt TovToLs xpnodpeba 
dvackevais. To d€ viv dpxecOjnoouar 7H Kepadawwdeorepa Kat’ adtot 
yevouern ypapy, iva un mavTq AavOdvwv BrAadaTy Tods arAovoTepous: 
yevmoxorev dé Kal of €CnAwKdtes avTov, ws TOUTOY GurLaTavat af.ovaLr, 
ob unde Tis doeBelas Eoriy epixéabat padiws Kalrov ravu mpobvpovpevov. 


6 (ra re brrép Edvouiov): opus Theodori contra Eunomium (CPG 3859) significat. 
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And if anyone does not believe this, and is completely at leisure and has the 
ambition, let him seek out his vain labors on Genesis, or his book against Job, or 
the misinterpretation he wrote of the epistle to the Hebrews, or indeed of those 
to the Corinthians and Galatians; his writings against the Magians, and the 
unilluminating preface to the sacred Psalms; his work on behalf of Eunomius 
against the illustrious Basil (for so I call his defense of [Basil], full of every kind 
of accusation); his turbid and blasphemous interpretations of Matthew and 
John and even Luke; and his arrogant and daring reproaches against the holy 
Apostles and Evangelists themselves, and other works of his, lest 1 mention 
them all. And he will see the abyss of all the impiety of Marcion and Valentinus, 
and in addition opinions and undertakings more disgusting and godless than 
that source of evil himself—I mean Manes. 

We, as we have said, because we have not wished to leave what we have said 
against him entirely unsupported, by using (as I say) many schemes and 
methods, have only been able to find his treatise against the Incarnation, from 
which we have taken the trouble to assemble these excerpts. If God allows it, 
and time does not run out on us, we shall make another collection against him, 
in which we shall collect at leisure every one of his impieties from his own 
words, and show which heretic each of them is related to, on the basis of excerpts 
from them. Indeed, we shall show his entire dementia, and his opposition on 
every point of doctrine to all the holy Fathers, from their sacred works; and we 
shall, in addition, use arguments to refute him. For now, however, I shall be 
content with this summary work against him, lest he harm the simple by 
completely escaping detection. And may his followers realize that they have 
decided to follow a man whose impiety it is difficult for even the most eager 
imitator to attain. 
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[1] @EOAQPOY AIPETIKOY.’EK TOY KAT’ 
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XPIXTOY: AOLOX Z' 


2 , 2 : 
Ei yap pad0wper drrws % evoixnors yiverat, eiodpeba Kat TOV TpdTOV Kal 
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Aéyouras aTaAvTAXOU mrapeivar Tov Oedv Ta Déyep THS OvCLAS, ATACLY: 
avrob peTadiddvar Kal THs evorkjoews, odKETL LdvoV avOpwrots, BAA. 
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movetobar pooper. Aupotepa dé Tatra damper SyAovdTu Td TE yap 
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10-11 2 Cor.6.16; cf. Lev. 26.12; Ezek. 37.27; etc. 


[1] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, De Incarnatione 7: fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. 
etiam: p. 454, Il. 9-13 (odxodv ... adrdv): Conc. Const. II, 4, 37, Test. 30a (57, Il. 17-21) 
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1. FROM THE HERETIC THEODORE 
“ON THE INCARNATION OF OUR SAVIOR 
JESUS CHRIST, BOOK 7” 


If we learn how [God's] indwelling takes place, we shall also know the manner 
[of the Incarnation] and what is the distinguishing characteristic of that 
manner [of being]. Now some have argued that the indwelling occurs on the 
level of essence, others, on that of activity. Let us examine, therefore, which of 
these is true. First, let us try to reach agreement on whether [God] dwells in all 
people or not. Well, it is clear that he does not dwell in all; for God promised this 
as something special to the saints, or simply to those whom he wishes to have 
depend on him. Otherwise, why does he promise, “I shall dwell in them and 
walk in their midst, and I will be their God and they shall be my people,’ as if he 
were about to bestow something special on them, if indeed all people share this 
in common? So, then, if he does not dwell in all (for that is clear)—I do not 
simply say “not in all beings, but even “not in all people’—there must be some 
distinguishing characteristic of indwelling, according to which he is present 
only in those in whom he is said to dwell. Now to say that God indwells on the 
level of essence is wholly inappropriate. For it is either necessary to restrict his 
presence simply to those in whom he is said to dwell, and he will not be present 
in all the others, which is a monstrous way to speak of the infinite nature of him 
who is present everywhere and circumscribed by no place; or else, if we do say 
that God is present everywhere in virtue of his essence, then he gives to all 
[beings] a share of his indwelling too: not simply to human beings, but even to 
irrational and lifeless creatures, if indeed we say that he accomplishes that 
indwelling by his essence, Both of these ways of speaking are clearly unfitting: 
for to say that God dwells in all creatures will be readily admitted to be 
untenable, and to circumscribe his essence is inappropriate, or indeed irreverent. 
Therefore it would be silly indeed to say that the indwelling takes place by 
essence. 
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To § ado av ts eiro1 Kal emi rips evepyeias."H yap avayrn maw abr@ 
Tipv eve pyerav TOUTOLS TEPLYPAPELY LOVOLS: KAL TOU OTHGETAL HIV 6 Adyos 
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idudlov paveirar puratropevos; AjAov obv ws eddoxia Aéyerv yivecOar 
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toivuv Kal A€yew mpoojKov tH evoiknow. Aretpos ev yap adv Kal 
amepiypapos THY pvaw, TapeoTt ToLs TAO: TH S€ evdoxia, TAV ev EoTL 
pakpav, Tar de eyyts. Kara yap radrynv tHv évvorav Aéyerau 70 “eyyds 
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mAnovaitepov KabiaTdjevos, 


15-17 Ps. 146.10-11 (LXX) 23-5 Ps. 33.19 (LXX) 25-6 Ps. 50.13 (LXX) 
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One might say the same thing about his activity. For it is either necessary, once 
again, to circumscribe his activity by these individuals alone; and then where 
will our principle be, that God cares providentially for all things and governs 
everything and works what is right in all? Or else we will give all beings a share 
in his activity—which is right and consistent; for all things owe it to his power 
that they exist, each of them, and that they act according to their own natures— 
and then we will be saying that he dwells in all things. Therefore it is impossible 
to say that God realizes his indwelling either by his essence or by his activity. 

What, then, remains? What term shall we use, which will be seen to preserve 
the proper concerns expressed in this kind of language? Clearly it is correct to 
say that the indwelling takes place by his good pleasure.“Good pleasure” means 
God's best and most favorable will, which he directs towards those who please 
him by striving to depend on him, because he is benevolently disposed towards 
them. What this means is normally understood from the Scripture, and is 
contained in it. So the blessed David says, “His will is not in the might of the 
horse, nor in the legs of a man does he take his pleasure. The Lord takes pleasure 
in those who fear him, and in those who hope in his mercy” (Ps. 146.10-11). 
David means by this that the Lord does not choose to work with others or wish 
to help others, but only those, as he says, “who fear him.” They are the ones he 
prizes, and the ones he has decided to help and protect. This is the way, then, one 
ought to speak of God's indwelling. For since he is infinite and uncircumscribed 
in his nature, he is present to all; but in his good pleasure, he is far from some 
and near to others. In the same sense it is said, “The Lord is close to the broken- 
hearted, and he will save the lowly in spirit”; and in another place, “Do not cast 
me away from your face, and do not take your Holy Spirit from me.” For he is 
near, in his attitude, to those worthy of this nearness, and, again, he is far from 
sinners: neither separated by nature nor standing nearer by it, 
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TH Se axéoe THs yuouns dupdrepa épyalopevos. “Qovep toivuv rf 
evookia éyyus Te Kal paxpav yiverar—mpddnAov yap ex TOV cipnucveny 6 
TL MOTE Papev THY EvdoKiav, ToUTOU ‘ye Evexev Kal THY Siavoiay THs 
mpoonyoptas mera maans ereADS TES THs axpiBetas—ovTw TH evdoxia Kat 
THY evoiknow amorErel, ovK ev TOUTOLS Lev THY OvOLaY TEpLYpa~wY 7} Thy 
évépyevav, TOV de Aourav Keywpropevos, GAAG TAL ev TAPAY TH ovata, 
Kexwpropevos b€ TOv avakinv TH axéoet THs Siaeows. OTH yap adbrH 
perlovws TO amepiypapov o@lerat, OTav paivnTat jy Ws avdyKy Tint 
Sovredwr Th areprypapy Tis pvoews. Ei wev yap dravraxod rapa TF 
ovaig, TapHy Kal TH evdoKia, érTépws TAA avdyKn SovAedwr Eebpioxero, 
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EvOoKiG, TOV OE KEXW pLOTaL,WoTEpaveEl Ty ovoia Trav AoiTav xwprldpevos, 
ToUTOLs OUVADY. 

“Ovrrep Toivev TpoTov TH EvdOKia 7) Evoiknots yiveTal, TOV AUTOV TpoTrOv 
 evOoKia Kal TOV THs Evorknoews TpdTrov evadAdrreL."O yapTHV EvolKyow 
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but realizing both of these in the relationship of his will. As, then, he is near or 
far in his good pleasure—for it is quite clear, from what we have said, what we 
mean by “good pleasure”; that is why we discussed the meaning of the phrase 
with such exactness—so in his good pleasure he accomplishes his indwelling, 
not by restricting his essence or activity to some and remaining separate 
from the rest, but by being present to all in essence and being separate from 
the unworthy in the relationship of his disposition. For in this way his uncir- 
cumscribed character is preserved more fully, when it is made clear that he is 
not held in any kind of constraint, by his natural freedom from circumscription. 
For if, being present everywhere in essence, he was present [everywhere] also in 
his good pleasure, he would be found, in another sense, to be obeying a kind of 
necessity, not determining his presence by his will but by the infinity of his 
nature, and having a will which follows nature; but since he is present to all by 
nature but withholds himself in will from some, as he pleases, and since the 
unworthy derive no advantage from the [natural] presence of God, the 
uncircumscribed character of his nature is preserved true and pure. So, then, he 
is present to some and separated from others by his good pleasure, just as if he 
were separated from the rest and united to these in essence. 

In the same manner that the indwelling takes place by his good pleasure, so 
his good pleasure alters also the manner of the indwelling. For what brings 
about God's indwelling, and what marks him out, who is present everywhere in 
virtue of his essence, as dwelling in some very few select ones—I mean his good 
pleasure—this surely leaves its mark also on the manner of the indwelling. For 
just as he is present to all in essence without being said to dwell in all, but rather 
is said to dwell in those to whom he is present by his good pleasure, so surely 
the circumstances of indwelling are not the same, but the manner of indwelling 
will also correspond to his good pleasure. When, therefore, he is said to dwell in 
the Prophets or in the Apostles, or in the just in general, [this means] he is 
realizing that indwelling by taking pleasure in the just, by being duly pleased 
with them as virtuous. 

We do not say, however, that the indwelling in him [sc. Christ] took place in 
this way—we would never be so mad—but as “in a Son.’ For that is the way he 
was pleased to dwell in him. But what does “as in a Son” mean? It means that he 
who dwelt in [Jesus] united to himself the whole of what was assumed, 
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and granted that he [Jesus] should share, with himself, in all the honor in which 
he who indwelt, being Son by nature, had a share; the result was that he formed 
one persona (prosdépon) [with Jesus], by reason of his union with him, and 
_ shared with him all his power. So he gave Jesus all that he needed to test and 
judge the world by himself and by his presence, even though the difference in 
their [i.e. the Logos’s and Jesus's] natural characteristics are clearly understood 
to continue. 


2. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


As, then, we, too, will be perfectly controlled by the Spirit, in body and soul, in 
the age to come, but indeed already have a kind of partial share in it, by which 
we are helped by the Spirit not to be forced to follow the calculations of our 
natural spirit, so too the Lord, who after this [= the resurrection] had God the 
Word perfectly and generally active within him, and was inseparable from Him 
in all his operations, even before this [= the resurrection] had him for most of 
the time, accomplishing in him most of what was required. Up to the time of his 
crucifixion Christ was allowed, in his poverty, to live a life of virtue for our sakes 
by his own efforts; but he was helped on by the Logos even then, and strengthened 
so that he could fulfill completely all that was required. 

For right from the beginning, at his formation in the womb, he [Christ] 
enjoyed union with him [= the Word]; and when he reached the age at which 
the ability to distinguish between good and evil usually is present in human 
beings—indeed, even before that age—he showed a much more concentrated, 
much quicker power to judge these things than other people. For even in the 
rest of us, this power of judgment does not always develop at the same time; 
some grasp what is right more quickly, by greater intelligence, while others 
attain this over a longer period, by training. But this happened to him, in 
comparison with the rest of us, at a significantly earlier age than the common 
human norm, since—quite properly—he was bound to have a bit more in 
_ human resources, 
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seeing that he had not been begotten in the ordinary, natural human way, from 
the coming-together of a man and a woman, but had been formed by the divine 
action of the Spirit. He had, too, an extraordinary attraction towards the good 
through his union with God the Word; he was deemed worthy of this by divine 
foreknowledge, when God the Word united him to himself from above. So, 
because of all of this, he possessed a great abhorrence of evil that was part and 
_parcel of his power of judgment; and joining himself to the good with limitless 
love, receiving also a cooperation given him by God the Word proportionate to 
_ hisown striving,he was preserved from ever changing for the worse, unswerving, 
for the rest of his days. This is the way he remained in his own will, and this is 
-how his own efforts were preserved by the assistance of God the Word. 
_ And he progressed with the greatest ease towards the most perfect virtue, 
keeping the law before his baptism and sharing in the life of grace after his 
baptism; in this he provided us with a model, setting out for us a way to reach 
this end. So, too, after his resurrection and ascension into heaven, he showed 
himself worthy of the union in his own state of mind as well. He had assumed 
_the union before this, in the very moment of his creation, by the good pleasure 
of his creator, and he provided afterwards the exact demonstration of what 
‘such a union means, showing no activity separate or divided from God the 
Word, but having God the Word in himself, accomplishing all things in union 
with himself. So, then, before his crucifixion we see him hungry; we know him 
to be thirsty; we learn he was afraid; we discover he was ignorant. At the same 
‘time, he also strove after virtue by expending his own human effort. 

And Isaiah the prophet is a witness to what we have said, where he says: 
“Therefore before the child knows good from evil, he will refuse to comply with 
evil, so that he may choose the good” (Isa. 7.16 [LXX]). Clearly, it is by his own 

judgment that he will hate the one and love the other; for choice, surely, grows 
out of a judgment of what is wrong. How, then, is this accomplished “before 
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the child knows”? This means: before he reaches the age in which it is usual for 
the rest of the human race to make a judgment on what is to be done, since he 
had something extra, something outstanding in comparison with the rest of the 
human race. For if even among us one often finds children of a tender age who 
show much evidence of intelligence, so that onlookers wonder because they 
show a personal understanding beyond that normal for their years, surely Jesus 
must have exceeded by far all the men and women of his time. 


3. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


“Jesus advanced in age and wisdom and grace before God and men” (Luke 
2.52). For he advanced in age, as the years went on; in wisdom, by growing in 
understanding along with the passing years; in grace, by pursuing virtue 
according to his understanding and knowledge, for which reason grace in 
God's delight increased within him. And in all these respects he progressed 
“before God and men”: humans saw his progress, while God did not only see it, 
but testified to it and cooperated with what happened in his life. For this is clear: 
that he lived up to virtue more exactly and more easily than was possible for the 
rest of humanity, inasmuch as God the Word, foreseeing what sort of person he 
would be, united him to himself in the very first moment of his formation, and 
gave him greater cooperation, from his own resources, towards accomplishing 
what is right, bringing these things about in him for the salvation of all. And he 
spurred him on to more perfect things, and relieved him, for the most part, of 
toil—toil of soul and even of body—and so made it possible for him to lead a 
life of greater virtue, with less difficulty. 
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[4] TOY AYTOY AIPETIKOY.’EK TOY AYTOY AOTOY. 
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4, BY THE SAME HERETIC: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


He who was assumed providentially was united from the beginning to God, 
receiving the first effects of the union in his very formation in the womb. Judged 
worthy of union in advance, he received everything that it was fitting for a man 
‘who was united to the Only-begotten and Lord of all to receive; he was held 
‘worthy of greater gifts than others, simply because the supreme gift of union 
‘was also his. For he was judged worthy, before all the rest of the human race, to 
have the Spirit dwelling in him, and he was judged worthy of this in a manner 
‘different from the rest: he received the whole gift of the Spirit in himself, but 
granted to others only a partial share in that whole Spirit. And so it was that the 
whole Spirit was active in him. What spoke, as far as the utterance of sound was 
‘concerned, was a man, but the power of what was being said was something 
‘great and distinctive. 


5. BY THE SAME HERETIC: FROM THE EIGHTH BOOK 


“And the glory which you gave to me I have given to them” (John 17.22). What 
‘is this glory? That of sharing in sonship. For he received this, in his humanity, 
first of all when he was baptized in the Jordan, where our baptism was 
foreshadowed in him. And the rebirth which was being accomplished was 
attested when the voice of the Father said, “This is my beloved Son, in whom I 
‘am well pleased” (Matt. 3.17). And the Spirit descended and remained on him, 
just as we, in baptism, were going to share in it—though this was given to him 
in a surpassing way, compared with us, because he shared in what the one who 
‘is Son by nature has, through his union with God the Word. 
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[6] TOY AYTOY.’EK TOY AYTOY AOLOY 
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{6] 6-7 Matt. 19.6; cf Gen. 2.24 


[6] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum primo hic Graece inventum. Cf etiam: Cod, 
B.M. Syr. Add. 14669, d. 10° (69, 1. 19-70, 1. 13; J, cum Test. 7 coniunctum); ll. 4-9 (arpddnAov 
Staxexpyreveny): Pelagius I], Ep. 3 ad Episc. Histr., 29 (122, ll. 8-11); IL 4-15 (arpddqAov: 
papev): Justn., Ctr. Tr, Cap. 52 (60, i. 14~23); Conc. Const. I, 4, 36, Test. 29 (57, Il. 4-14); 
Vigilius, Const. I, 123, Test. 30 (264, Il, 9-20); 11. 5-15 (ore ... payev): Tim. Ael. (2), Liber ctr, 
Syn. Chalc. (104, 1. 27-105, 1.7; 1, cum Test. 7 coniunctum); Coll, Pal. 41, 17 (169, Il. 16-23); Cone. 
Const. II, 6, 9 (180, ll. 23-31); 1. 12-15 (‘Orav .,. papev): Theod. bar Koni, Lib. Schol. 9 (2, 190, 
IL 13-16; 1, cum Test. 7 coniunctum, licet cum omissionibus); ll. 12-15 (rds pices ... paper): 
Pelagius II, Ep. 3 ad Episc. Histr., 139 (130, ll. 28-32) 7 

[7] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Cf. etiam: Tim. 
Ael. (2), Liber ctr. Syn. Chale. (105, ll. 14-24; T, cum Test. 6 coniunctum); Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 14669;-": 
ff. 10 a~b (70, 1. 25-71, 1. 10; T, cum Test. 6 coniunctum); : 


VOP [6] 1 post AYToyY' add. AZEBOYE P 2-3 mepirrov ... avappdlov 
TE piTTOs 6 Adyos ris Kpdoews Kat dmpemris Kat dpappoleay BM Add. 14669 3 ante 
éxdarys add. dAAd BM Add. 14669€xdernV ddiaddrwsom.P = ég’ Ea #s om. BM Add 
14669 post weevdans add. Evwais éor: BM Add. 14669 4 apddnrov ... epappoloy om: 
BM Add. 14669 5-6 6 Kupios ... prow: “dicatur” cone, Const. II, 4, 36 (txt.: ibid. 6,9) 
7-8 elzroiper ... vom. Coll. Pal. 8 cio: eis O mpdowra om. BM Add. 14669 — ante 
gicewy add, dvo P 10 kal? 6 pia A€yovrau: Tas Aéyovrat BM Add. 14669 
12-14 redeiav ... duotws: pia Beixny év 7H broardce adrod emorduela kat oot 
avOpwmivnv BM Add. 14669, Theod. bar Kéni (post dvOpwrivay add, év 79 broordcet abrod 
Theod. bar Koni) 13 post 7éAecov add. “sine dubitatione” coll. Pal., Pelagius. ode: ob. 
def P  €omsy om. P 15 post &y apdowrrov add, cai piav inéoracw BM Add. 14669, 
Theod. bar Koni ante gayév add. “merito” Coll, Pal. 
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6. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


In all respects, then, it is clear that the language of “mixing” is limited and 
unsuitable and unfitting, if each of the natures remains indestructibly as it was. 
But it is even more clear that the language of “union” is fitting: for by this means 
the natures are brought together and form one persona (prosdpon) in the 
manner of union. So that what the Lord said about husband and wife, “they are 
no longer two but one flesh,” we could properly say, too, about the structure of 
the union: “They are no longer two personas but one”—-that is, if we distinguish 
natures. For as in the case of marriage their being called “one flesh” is not 
. harmed by the number two—this is already clear in the way they are said to be 
one—so also here, the union of persona is not harmed by the difference in 
natures. For when we distinguish the natures, we say that the nature of God the 
Word is complete, and his persona is complete—for one cannot speak of a 
“hypostasis’ without a “persona’—and the nature of the man is complete, and 
so also his persona; but when we consider the connection, then we say there is 
one persona. 


7. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


In the same way, we say here, too, that the essence of God the Word is one thing, 
and that of the man another; for the natures are distinguished, but a single 
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[8] 11 Joan, 1.14 13 (€AaBev): cf. Phil. 2.7 


[7] p. 466, l. 17-p. 468, L. 4 (rov adrov ... enpditrouev): Theod. bar Koni, Lib. Schol, 9 
(2, 190, IL. 21-5; T, cum Test. 6 coniunctum, licet cum omissionibus) 

[8] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 9: fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[9] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 


[7] 1 76 om. O 2 poets: kploers V* (corr. Torres?) — metpereOa: mrapedeba P 
1-3 76 mpdow7oy ... Tod avOpwrov: Tov avOpwrov ... TH UTooTdoe: adtod BM Add. 
14669 2-4 réNevov ... aroBAeysewev om. Theod., bar Koni 2 civarante payer (5) 
transp. P 4 dmoBiérwpev P post mpdcwzrov add. «ai piav dadoTrac.w BM Add. 
14669, Theod. bar Koni 5 ouvnupevysO teom.O 

[8] 7 post AYTOY' add. AXEBOYS @EOAQPOY P ll ro:7@ =Psd14 ore: 
TO P;rdye O 15 rH dvavoig., P — edayyeAiou P 


VOP [9] 17 TOYAYTOY'om.V Post AYTOY* add. AXEBOYE P 
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persona is produced by the union. So that here, too, when we attempt to 
distinguish the natures, we say that the persona of the man is complete, and that 
of the divinity is complete; but when we consider the union, then we proclaim 
that both natures, taken together, form one persona, with the humanity 
receiving the honor due the divinity from all creation, and the divinity 
accomplishing all that is right in the humanity. 


8. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE NINTH BOOK 


Here, then, we have found that “he became” cannot have been meant in any 
other way than referring to appearances; we have shown clearly above that this 
is said in the holy Scripture, especially by others with reference to the Lord. In 
appearance, after all, “the Word became flesh”: appearance not in the sense that 
he did not take up true flesh, but in that he did not become it. For when it says 
“he took,’ it says this not in the sense of appearances but in that of truth; but 
when it says “he became,’ then it is in the sense of appearances; for he was not 
transformed into flesh. We must adhere to the mind of the Evangelist; for thus 
we shall understand the meaning of what is said. 


9. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


What is said of us about our spatial relationships, is said of God about his 


relationships of will. For as we say about ourselves, “I was in this place,’ so we 
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(10) 5-7 Luc. 22.43-4 {11] 11 Joan. 3.13 [12] 16-p. 175, Lt Gi cS 
rrowjoaaban): cf. Ps, 8.5 (LXX) 


[10] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 10: fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[11] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[12] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Cf. etiam: Cyr. 
Alex., Ctr. Diodorum et Theorum 2, apud Conc. Const. II, 5, 9 (77, ll. 27-31); 1, 17-p. 472, 1. 3 
(oxom@pev ... eVdnAov): Thdt., Ctr. Cyrillum, apud Conc. Const. II, 5,31 (94, ll. 8-12); 
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say of God that he “came to be here”: since what movement brings about in us, 
willing brings about in God, who is present by nature everywhere. 


10. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE TENTH BOOK 


“And an angel appeared from heaven to comfort him. And falling into agony, he 
prayed more intensely; and his sweat became like drops of blood, falling onto 
the ground.” So we learn from what is said that Christ clearly endured a struggle, 
and this no ordinary one. 


11. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


What are the consequences of the phrase, “who came down from heaven” and 
of “who is in heaven”? For each is cancelled out by the other: the “coming down 
from heaven” by the “being in heaven,” and the “being” by the “coming down.” 
But he came down by indwelling in the man; he is in heaven by being present to 
all, in the uncircumscribed fullness of his nature. 


12. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


Let us, then, examine who the man is, about whom the prophet is amazed and 
struck with wonder, that the Only-begotten thinks him worth remembering 
and caring for. 
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[12 cont.] Pelagius II, Ep. 3 ad Episc. Histr., 96/126, ll. 3-6) 

[13] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 12: fragmentum hic primo inventum ui 

[14] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Il. 13-19 (&pa : 

. KexTywevys): cf. etiam Conc. Const. II, 4, 55, Test. 46 (62, ll. 2-7); Vigilius, Constitutum 1, 164, 
Test. 47 (275, 1. 14-276, 1. 4); 
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That this is not said about every human being has already been shown above; 
that it is not about just any chance person is also clear. To bypass all possibilities, 
let us accept the most credible source of all, the witness of the Apostles. 


13. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE TWELFTH BOOK 


For this reason he did not say, “He spoke to us in the Son,’ but “in a son,’ which, 
by being said in this unspecified way, could mean both with the same expression: 
first of all indicating the true Son—by “true Son” I mean him who obtained 
sonship by natural begetting—and then also embracing in its meaning the one 
who truly shares in his status through union with him. 


14. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


Well, will they now stop this shameless wrangling, and refrain from empty 
vindictiveness respecting the obvious meaning of what is said? For he says, 
“leading many sons to glory.’ See, the Apostle is obviously including the 
assumed man with everybody else in the category of sonship: not sharing in 
sonship in the same way they do, but similar at least, in that he has received 
sonship by grace, with the godhead alone possessing natural sonship. For it is 
perfectly clear that the special status of sonship is peculiar to him [= Jesus] in 
comparison with the rest of the human race, through his union with him [= the 
Word]; therefore he [= Jesus] is also understood in our use of the title “Son? But 
they contrive the argument against us that if we speak of two complete beings, 
then surely we will be speaking of two sons. But notice: 
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he is also referred to simply as “son” in the Scripture, when [all suggestion of] 
divinity is removed and he is included among the rest of men; and we do not 
therefore say there are two sons. No, the Son is properly confessed to be one, 
since the difference in natures ought necessarily to remain, and the union of 
persona ought to be preserved inseparable. And when he says, “leading many 
sons to glory’, he adds: “to perfect through suffering the pioneer of their 
salvation.” See how clearly he says that God the Word perfected the assumed 
man through sufferings, the one whom he has called “the pioneer of salvation,” 
to establish him as both the first one judged worthy of it and as being the cause 
[of it] for others. 


15. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


For to all of these, according to our interpretation, they continue to apply the 
name of son; for since what is said is put in a more or less human way, they held 
it right to use this word [i.e. “Son”], which also happened to be his title. And 
[they say] that the name “Jesus” is the name of the assumed man, just like the 
names of the Apostles “Peter” or “Paul” or similar names, and it was given to 
him as a name after his birth from Mary. 


16. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


But they say in reply to this that the name “Jesus” means salvation. And how, 
they say, could a man be called savior? They have forgotten that the son of Nun 
was also called Jesus, and the remarkable thing was that he was not called this 
by some chance at birth, but had his name changed to this by Moses. 
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[17] 4-6 Hebr, 1.1-2 [19] 16-17 Luc. 1,31-2 


[17] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.; fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum, Cf. etiam: 
Cyr. Alex., Ctr. Diodorum et Theodorum 2, apud Conc. Const. II, 5, 13 (82, Il. 4-6;4 ) 

[18] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.; fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. etiam: Conc. Const. 
II, 4, 57, Test. 48 (62, Il 15-19); Vigilius, Constitutum I, 168, Test. 49 (277, ll. 5-10) 

[19] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 
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It is clear that this could not have been given to a man, if it simply signified 
the divine nature. 


17. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


“God, who spoke to the fathers through the prophets in a variety of ways and 
means, in these last days has spoken to us in a son.” Clearly here “in a son” is 
shown to be referring to the man. 


18. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


... So that he does not only call him “Son’ in order to distinguish him from God 
the Word, but he is arguably including him, by the category of sonship, with the 
rest of those who share in that sonship; after all, he [= Jesus], too, shares in 
sonship by grace, not being begotten from the Father in a natural way, even 
though he has, in comparison with the rest of us, the advantage that he acquired 
sonship by means of union with him: which grants to him a more authentic 
share in the reality of it. 


19. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


“..-And you shall call his name Jesus. He will be great, and will be called the Son 
of the Most High.” See, then, how when he [= Gabriel] announced the birth 
from Mary—that is, birth according to the flesh—he ordered that he be called 
“Jesus,” but foretold that he would come to be called “Son of the Most High”: 
rightfully commanding that the one [title] be imposed as the proper name of 
the one to be born, 
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“c.. OS epavepwOn ev capki, edixarwOy év IIvedparte” dedixar@abar ev 
ITvedpatt Aéywv adrov, cite ws mpo Tob Bamtiopatos [307]ueTa THs 
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kal Urép TH KTiow exwy 70 akiwpa Sucaiws éyvwpilero. 


[21] 9 1 Tim. 3.16 [22] 15-16 Matt. 3.14 


[20] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[21] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 13: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum, Cf. etiam: 
Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 14669, f. 17b (80, IL 1-8); Conc. Const. II, 4, 62, Test. 53 (63, I. 20-3; 7); Vigilius, 
Constitutum I, 179, Test. 54 (280, ll. 2-7; T) 

[22] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 
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and prophesying that he would be called by the other, since the name was a 
symbol of the honor which his share in the reality would duly secure [for him]. 


20. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


Itis clear that in making a distinction between natures we are preserving, surely, 
our insight that God the Word is said to be Son according to natural begetting, 
and that the man enjoys the status of son, much greater than what is his own, 
because of his identification with him. 


21. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE THIRTEENTH BOOK 


“Who appeared in the flesh, was justified in the spirit” Saying that he is “justified 
in the spirit” [means] either that before his baptism he kept the law with fitting 
exactitude, or else that even after it he continued to fulfill the life of grace, with 
the help of the Spirit, with a great deal of exactitude. 


22. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


Not even what was said by John to him, the phrase “I need to be baptized by you, 
and do you come to me?”—not even this cancels out the fact that the one being 
baptized is a human being. For it befits him even in virtue of his humanity, since 
in his very virtue he greatly surpassed John; and because of the divine nature 
dwelling in him he was justly recognized as having a status not only above John, 
but above all human beings and even above creation. 
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[23] 5-6 Matt. 4.4; cf. Deut, 8.3 [24] 9 Matt. 4.3,6 

[23] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 
[24] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.; fragmentum hic primo inventum 
[25] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid: fragmentum hic primo inventum 


VOP [23] 1 TOY AYTOY' om. V_ post AYTOY* add, AIPETIKOY P 2 Kal 


om. VO 3 gynow om, Swete 4 dé: ydp Swete spotiedrepov O 
6 avOpw7os om. P 

[24] 7 TOY AYTOY* om.V post AYTOY' add. AIPETIKOY P 9 7h Ged: tou 
@cod Vs kaiom.VO —_rde ante woiqoov transp. P 10 cov: cor VO 13 ante 
jdovp add. dé P 

[25] 14 TOY AYTOY' om. V post AYTOY' add. AXEBOYE P 15 viieny: dienv 
Swete 16 tAv dprwvO 18 drepideV — preAetv V; weAAov P 19 ovdev VO 


20 arrHpevov O; AT TOpEVvoV P 


Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos 481 


23. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


And therefore the Lord, wanting to demonstrate his endurance and his 
philosophical character in the face of a lack of food, does not demand that this 
occur [i.e. that stones become bread]; and showing that he is less interested in 
nourishment, and that nothing is more valuable to him than virtue, he says to 
him [Satan]: “Not by bread alone does man live, but by every word coming from 
the mouth of God” 


24. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


For the devil was eager to persuade him that God took no thought for him; and 
therefore he said, “If you are the Son of God, do this,’ meaning: “Show by an 
action that God cares about you.” And he himself made great promises, so that 
he might separate him from God by that suggestion and then win him for 
himself by the promises. And in the first temptation he put bread before him, 
enticing him with pleasure to follow the temptation. 


25. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


Therefore the Lord, who bested him [= Satan] all three times, bestowed the 
victory over him on all of us. For by not demanding that there should be bread 
from God, he showed himself stronger than pleasure; by not throwing himself 
down, he disdained glory, persuading everyone that it meant nothing to him; 
and by the third gesture he, who ruled over the world’s goods, showed that he 
was mastered by none of them as much as he was by reverence [i.e. for God]. 
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[26] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid, 14: fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[27] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.; fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. etiam: Conc, Const. 
I, 4, 63, Test, 54 (64, Il. 2-12); Vigilius, Constitutum I, 182-3, Test. 55 (281, ll. 2-15). 

[28] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 15: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. 
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26. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE 
FOURTEENTH BOOK 


Hence such great honor was attached to the man, who was found worthy of the 
divine indwelling and of sitting at the right hand of the Father and of being 
worshipped by all creation. For God would never have simply assumed a man 
and united him to himself, bringing it about that he be worshipped by all 
creation, without a good reason; nor would he have allowed rational natures to 
worship [him], if what had happened to him were not a common benefaction 
for all creation. 


27. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


We rightly say this same thing about the Lord as well, since God the Word knew 
his virtue, and in fact according to this foreknowledge, right from the beginning, 
at the first moment of his formation, was pleased to dwell in him and united 
him to himself by the relationship of will; he gave him a greater measure of 
grace, so that the grace given him might be given to all people who come after 
him. Therefore [God] preserved undiminished his free choice for the good. We 
do not say this, that the man had no free choice [of his own], but that he 
preferred the good, or rather that a very great longing for the good and hatred 
of evil was characteristic of his faculty of choice. And these habits of choice 
were preserved uncontaminated in him from the beginning, by God's grace, 
since God knew clearly what sort of man he would be, and in fact provided 
great support for him, by the cooperation of his own indwelling, for the sake of 
the salvation of all of us, Therefore one would not call it unfair that a gift 
excelling that of all [of us] was provided for the man assumed by the Lord. 


28. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE FIFTEENTH BOOK 


When they ask, then, “Is Mary the mother of a human being or the mother of 
God?” let it be said, on our authority, “Both’—the one by the nature of his reality, 
the other 
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[28 cont.] Cf. etiam: Sev. Ant., Phil. (156, ll. 21-8; tr, 128, 1. 30-129, 1. 3); Ctr. Gram. II, 15, 
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(30] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, Contra Apollinarem, 4: fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. 
etiam: Justn., Ctr. Tr. Cap., 9 (50, Il. 10-15) 
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by transference. She is the mother of a human being by nature, since he who 
was in the womb of Mary, and who came forth from it, was human; but she is 
the mother of God, since God was in the human being she bore, not 
circumscribed in him in nature, but existing in him by a relationship of will. 


29. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


The Lord was more disturbed, and struggled more, with respect to the sufferings 
of his soul than those of the body, and he mastered his passions by a superior 
faculty of reason, since clearly the divinity was his mediator and helper in 
governing them. 


30. BY THE SAME HERETIC: FROM THE FOURTH 
BOOK OF HIS WRITINGS AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


You say that some of our party have conceded to you what should not have 
been conceded by anyone eager to uphold the belief of the Church. For we 
inquired whether they confessed that God the Word became human, or what 
they said; you asserted, “They conceded [that].”” And who in his right mind 
would say that God the Word has become human, as you say, unless indeed he 
already suffered from the same mindlessness as you? We would certainly say 
that God the Word assumed a human being, but we could never bring ourselves 
to say, as you do, that he became human. 


31. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME TREATISE, 
BOOK 3, AS IF FROM THE PERSON OF CHRIST 


“I, whom you see, can do nothing by my own nature, 
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[32] “EK THY AYTHS TIPATMATEIAZ, AOTOY A’ 


“Ompoaidvwr, pnot, yéyovev ér eaxatwv”—mdAw ws Twa dedwKdtwv 
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[33] KAI ME@’ETEPA 


OdKodv rots byerépors Erdpevor Vopots Kal THY UO THS ORS ayXwolas 
vowoberouperyy avrotpopHy, uGAAov dé KaTacTpopyy, defdpevor, 


[31] 2 (év wor ... move?) cf, Joan. 14.10 3 (eye .,. e4ol) Joan. 14,10-11 
6-8 (ddyara@y... moimoopnev) Joan.14.23 


[31] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 3: fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. etiam: Justn., 
Ctr. Tr. Cap., 11 (50, L 36-51, 1. 5); Conc. Const. II, 4, 16, Test. 10 (48, Il. 16-25); Vigilius, 
Constitutum I, 58-9, Test. 10 (246, ll. 5-17); Pelagius II, Ep. 3 ad Episc. Histr., 73 (120, |. 37-121, 
1.4) 

[32] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 4: fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf, etiam: Justn., Ctr. 
Tr, Cap., 14 (51, Il, 19-21); Conc. Const. II, 4, 14, Test 8a (47, Il. 17-19; 1, cum Test. 33 coniunctum); 
Vigilius, Constitutum I, 31, Test. 8a (244, Il. 2-5; 1, cum Test. 33 coniunctum) 

[33] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. etiam: Justn., Ctr. Tr. 
Cap., 15 (51,1. 22-30); Conc. Const. II, 4, 14, Test. 8b (47, 1. 28-48, 1. 6; T, cum Test. 32 coniunctum); 
Vigilius 
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because I am a man; act, because the Father who abides in me does everything. 
For since,’ he says, “I am in the Father and the Father in me—since God the 
Word, God's Only-begotten, is in me—clearly the Father abides in me with him 
and does the works.’ There is nothing amazing in thinking this about Christ, 
who clearly says about the rest of the human race: “He who loves me keeps my 
word, and my Father will love him, and we will come and make our dwelling- 
place with him.” For if the Father and the Son make their dwelling-place with 
everyone of this kind, how is it wonderful if both should be thought to dwell 
personally in Christ, the Lord according to the flesh, in the same way, with their 
common essence allowing them, it seems, to make also a common dwelling? 


32. FROM THE SAME TREATISE, BOOK 4 


“He who is before the ages,” he [sc. Apollinarius] says, “has come into being at 
the end of the ages”—again, as if some people concede and say this; but no one 
who really wants to be reverent would choose to suffer from such madness as 
to say that he who is before the ages has come into being at the end of ages. 


33. AND LATER ON 


Well, then, following your rules and undergoing the “conversion”—more 
properly a subversion—your crafty mind ordains, 
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come, let us confuse everything regarding him, and let there be no longer a 
- distinction between the form of God and the form of a servant; between the 
assumed temple and the dweller in the temple; between him who was laid low 
_ and him who raised him; between him who has been made perfect in suffering, 
- and him who made him perfect; between him who was remembered, and him 
who remembered him; between him who was cared for, and him who cared; 
- between him who was “made a little less than the angels,” and him who made 
_ him thus; between him who was “crowned with glory and honor” (ibid.), and 
him who crowned him; between him who was “set over the works of his hands,” 
_ and him who set him there; between him who accepted these things as subjects, 
-and him who made them subject. 


34. FROM THE THIRD BOOK OF THE SAME TREATISE 


But he who is God and from God and consubstantial with the Father, my friend, 
_ was, it seems, in him who was born of the Virgin: in him who was formed by 
the Holy Spirit, according to the holy Scriptures, and received his existence 
in the womb of his mother, since at the moment of his formation he also 
received the status of God’s temple. We should not, then, think that God was 
begotten of the Virgin, unless we wish to consider the begotten and what was in 
_ the begotten, the temple and God the Word who was in the temple, to be the 
- same; nor should we at all, even at your urging, proclaim that he who was born 
of the Virgin is God from God, of one substance with the Father. For if he who 
was born of the Virgin is not an assumed man, but God made flesh, how could 
the one who is begotten as God from God be said to be of one substance with 
' the Father, since flesh itself cannot utter such a phrase? For it is stupid to say 
that God has been born of the Virgin. This is nothing else than to say that he is 
from the seed of David, begotten from the 
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ovolas THs [lapbévou rereypevov Kal év atrH SuamemAaopevor: emetye Td 
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Ctr. Tr. Cap., 33 (55, ll. 28-38) 

[36] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, In Psalmun VIII: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum (cf. 
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Test. 20 (255, ll. 2-19) 
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substance of the Virgin and formed in her; since we say that what came to exist 
in the maternal womb, formed from the seed of David and the substance of the 
Virgin, and shaped by the power of the Holy Spirit, is what has been born of the 
Virgin. 


35. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE FOURTH BOOK 
OF HIS WORK AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


The blessed Paul makes it clear that he is saying the human being about whom 
the prophet says these things is the man assumed by the Only-begotten. For 
having said that “Someone bears witness somewhere, saying, “What is the 
human being, that you remember him, or the son of man, that you take care of 
him? You have made him a little less than the angels, crowned him with glory 
and honor, and appointed him over the works of your hands, putting all things 
under his feet,’ he adds: “we see that he who was ‘made a little less than the 
angels’ was Jesus, ‘crowned with glory and honor’ because of the death he 
suffered,” He clearly shows that Jesus is a human being, about whom the blessed 
David is speaking; astonished that the divine nature has deigned to remember 
him and indeed to consider him worthy of his own care, [David says] that he 
[God] has “made him a little less than the angels” in making him taste death, 
and has “clothed him in glory and all honor,’ so that he might show him to be 
Lord of all things, because of his identification with [God] himself. 


36. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE 
INTERPRETATION OF THE EIGHTH PSALM 


For this reason, then, the Psalm shows us this great a difference between God 
the Word and the assumed man; and these distinctions are found in the New 
Testament, too, For the Lord refers the first part of the Psalm to himself, 
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in which it says he is the maker of creation and has a magnificence elevated 
above the heavens and is admired in the whole earth, while the Apostle takes 
the second part, about the man considered worthy of such benevolence, to refer 
to Jesus. How is it not perfectly clear, then, that the holy Scripture teaches us 
explicitly that God the Word is one individual and the man another, and that it 
shows us that the difference between them is great? For the one remembers, the 
other is deemed worthy of remembrance; the one watches over [the other], the 
other is thought blessed for being worthy of this; the one confers a favor by 
making [him] a little less than the angels, the other is favored in spite of this 
lowering; the one crowns with glory and honor, the other is crowned and is 
called blessed for this; the one appoints him over the works of his hands and 
puts all things under his feet, the other is found worthy to rule over these things, 
over which he had no power before 


Leontius: This is what the impious Theodore blasphemously said, in his 
madness, against our “great God and Savior Jesus Christ,’ arguing that God the 
Word is one individual and Jesus Christ another—the one the benefactor and 
the other the beneficiary, the one saving and the other saved. The person who 
says this denies openly the salvation that has come to us through the Lord 
Christ. For how can one who receives a benefaction from another, or who is 
saved, [himself] save others? Those who think this, whose body and blood do 
they think they share in—the benefactor's, or the beneficiary's? But if it is that 
of God the Word, the benefactor, how can they say that and not confess he 
himself has become flesh and been made human? And if it is that of the 
beneficiary, their hope is vain, since they are urging the worship of a human 
being and are placing their hope in a human being, and they are cursed, 
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Ctr. Diodorum et Theodorum, 1,apud Conc. Const. II, 5, 8 (76, H. 12-19: ut Theodori); Tim. Ael,, Ref. 
Conc. Chale., Test.211 (115); Sev. Ant., Phil. (144,11. 8-21; tr. 117, 1. 26-118, L. 7: ut Theodoreti); Cone; .°::° 
Const. II, 4, 53, Test, 44 (61, ll. 12-19: ut Theodori); Vigilius, Constitutum I, 159-160, Test, 45 (274,.°.-: 
I. 2-11: ut Theodori); Il 14-15 (7d ev ... ydpers): Tim. Ael. (®), Liber ctr. Syn. Chale. (100, ae 
Il. 11-13); p. 496, ll. 3-5; (odde .. . maparyéyovev): ibid. (100, Il. 13-16) 


VOP — Scholion Leontii 1 6s: ds V 
(37] 6 ante AJOAQPOY add. TOY’ AXSEBOYS P = A’ ante AOF'OY transp. P 7 post. 
evayouey add, ‘laboramus propter vos, ne rationem Domino reddamus pro nostro silentio” Coll. 


Pal. 8 dom.P;ante réActos transp.O — Yids: Yidv O 9 vidv: vids P ody om. P - 
10 GAA odd€: GAAoUs dé O 11 +év om. P 12 Adyw: Aéyow Vo ek amépwatos | 
Aavid: orépuatt 7h ex Aavid P 

(38] 13 post ’AYTOY add.’AZSEBOYE P 14-15 76 pee ... 76 bE: 6 pev ... 6 bE O- 


15 post cal od yd piri add. od dvo viol Cyr. Alex., Tim. Ael, 
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because “they have reverenced and worshipped the creature alongside the 
Creator, who is blessed for eternity. Amen” 


I have thought it necessary to add a few excerpts from him who was the 
_ originator of their impiety, by which it will be possible to see that they are linked 
together in wickedness. 


37. BY DIODORE: FROM HIS WORK 
AGAINST THE SYNOUSIASTS, BOOK 1 


We urge you to take the safe path by being precise about doctrine. The Son, 
perfect before the ages, assumed a perfect descendant of David: the Son of God 
- took the Son of David. You say to me: “Then you are proclaiming two sons?” I 
- do not speak of two sons of David; for I did not say that God the Word is David's 
son, did I? Nor do I say there are two Sons of God in essence; for I did not say 
there are two from God's essence, did I? I say that God the eternal Word dwelt 
in him who is from the seed of David. 


38. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


The human being born of Mary was Son by grace, God the Word is [Son] by 
nature; that which is by grace is not also [so] by nature, and that which is by 
nature is not also [so] by grace. The characteristics of sonship and glory and 
_ immortality by grace will suffice for the body taken from among us, since he 
- has become the temple of God the Word; let it not be raised up beyond its 
nature, and let not God the Word 
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> \ ~ »¢ a > / 3 , a +< ‘ 0. ‘ , e 
av7i THs Tap’ nudv operAomevys evyapiorias jn UBpiléoOw. Kai [B] ris 7 
UBpis; Tob cvv7iOévar adrov pera TOO cwmaros, Kal detabat vowilery eis 
4 ce a 4 3 \ ) ‘ e ‘ / Ua € \ 
teAciav vidrnTa TOU wpaTos. ObdE adTos 6 Beds Adyos BovAerau EauTdy 
tov Aaviéd viov elvat, d\Ad Kipiov- 70 S¢ odia Kadeiobar Tod Aavid vidy, 
a / 
ov pdvov obK epOdvycer, aAAd Kal 1a TobTo Tapayeyover. 


[39] KAI MEO’‘ETEPA 


Kai repi rv xara pvow yevyncewyr ora } Adyos, un THS Mapias vids 6 
Oeds Adyos tromrevécdw. Ovyros yap OvyTov yerva Kara giawr, Kal 
gaa To 6poodo.or: Kal dvo yervyaers 6 Oeds Adyos ody UrEeueuve, THV 
[Lev po aiwvery, THV dé ev VoTEpots. 


[40] TOY AYTOY-’EK TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


[C] Ei tus BovAoito KatraxpynotiKd@s Kal Tov Yiov rod Oeod, tov Oedv 
Adyov, vidv Aavld dvoudlev, dia Tov éx Aavid rod Oeot Adyou vad», 
dvopalérw: Kal Tov ex oméppatos Aavid Yidv rob Oeod, yapite Kal ov 
pice, TpocayopEeveTW, TOUS PuUaLKovs TaTEépas OK dyvowV, Ode TIV 
Tae avarperrv, obb€ TOV dowWpaTov Adywr Kal mpd aidver ex Ocod Kal 
€x Aavid, kai wevovOdra Kai a7a67. 


3-4 (odd€ ... Kiptor): cf, Matt. 22.42-5 parr. 


[39] Diodorus Tarsensis, ibid.; fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. etiam: Conc. Const. II, 
4, 54, Test. 45 (61, ll. 21-4: ut Theodori); Vigilius, Constitutum I, 162, Test. 46 (275, ll. 2-6; ut 
Theodori); Cyr. Alex., Ctr. Diodorum et Theodorum, 1, apud Conc. Const. II, 5, 6 (74, Il. 26-30; J: 
ut Theodori); Tim. Ael. (?), Liber ctr. Syn. Chalc. (98, ll. 10-13; 1) 

[40] Diodorus Tarsensis, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Cf. etiam: Cyr. Alex., 
Ctr. Diodorum et Theodorum, 1, apud Conc, Const. II, 5, 5 (74, ll. 5-9; 1: ut Theodori), 
Il. 12-15 (ei tis ... mpooayopeverw): Tim. Ael, (?), Liber ctr. Syn. Chale. (99, 1. 28-100, |. 1); Sev. 
Ant., Phil. (144, ll. 20-5; tr. 118, ll, 8-12: ut Theodoreti). 


VOP [38] 2 rou: ro OP 4 elvas ante vidy transp.V Kuptov: Oeov Cyr. Alex., 
Conc, Const.II rd 6€: rae 76 Cyr. Alex., Conc. Const. II, Vigilius 5 ovom.O 

[39] 7 xatom, Cyr. Alex.,Conc. Const. II, Vigilius ante Adyos add. 6 OP 9 7oom.O0 
bmeweve V 10 post dorépous add. caspois V 

[40] 11 post AYTOY’ add. ATOAQPOY V*« (corr.ad OEOAQPOY in marg. V); ASEBOYEP 
13 ante Aaviéd add. roi P 14 @eodom.Sev.Ant. Kal?om,O 16 post douparov 
add. kal c@pa Cyr, Alex. Aéywv: Adyos OP 
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be treated with arrogance, rather than with the gratitude we owe him. And what 
is this arrogance? Compounding him with his body, and thinking that he needs 
the body for perfect sonship. God the Word himself did not want to be David’s 
son himself, but his Lord; but that his body should be called David's son, he not 
only did not refuse, but for this reason came among us. 


39, AND FURTHER ON 


And when there is discussion of natural begettings, let not God the Word be 
thought son of Mary. For mortal naturally begets mortal, and the body that 

' which is of the same substance; and God the Word did not experience two 
births, one before the ages and one in the latter days. 


40. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


If anyone wants, speaking inexactly, to call the Son of God, God the Word, also 
the son of David, because of the temple of God the Word taken from David, let 
him call him so; and let him call the one descended from David's seed Son of 
God, by grace but not by nature, as long as he is not unaware of his natural 
ancestors, and does not reverse the order, or say that he who is incorporeal and 
before the ages is both from God and from David, passible and impassible. 
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[41] TOY AYTOY.’EK TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


‘0 Yids rod Ocod, bv otd€va—quaer yap Yids- 7} capé Yids, dia tov Yidv, 
\ / / « \ \ cer » se ~ ¢ A ‘ ‘ id /, 
Kai ri Aéyw “dua rov Yiov;” Ae yuds 7 oapé- Kal p17) vouionre BAdopnwov 
fal fal v 
TO pha, GAN araurnoare tas amodeifers. Ki ur) entaraay of avO pwr, 2} 
\ cal b] / 

xpeia Fv vopov; “Arkatw yap vduos od Ketrau.” Ei pn emérewav tp 

dpapriav of év vow, uw Xpela Av THS yapiTos; OU«, érrevd7) odK edbvaTo 6 

vemos arroxTeivat THY GwapTiav, ovx! Oi HudscadpKw eAaPev, tva Kal Tov 

> a 

Bavarov Kal THY amrdpaow Tod Javadrou avaxaréonrat, cravpwhels Kai 
/ A 

amobavev Kal dvacras; Hi un amdryn mpovKexwpyKe, Kal ATOpacts TOO 

Oavarov Kal’ judy, Tis ypeia Hv THs olkovopias TavTys TOU NwrH pos; Tis 

xpela THs evowparwaews; Ob bv Huds EhaBe THY capKa; 


AEONTIOY. Kaupos 8€ 787 Kade? kal tov mpOrov avtav rijs doeBeias 
matépa, Tap ov Kal Td oTéppara TaUTys deEdjevor ETVXOV, Eis UETOV TO 
[9 A]Aéyw mapayayeiv. ITadAos S€ obtds éoTt, TO Ex Lapoodruw 
BAaorioay mixpov Tod duaBdAou Cildviov. AAAd yap Kal Neoropiov, Tod 
tedeuTaiou Tis mpuTys pilns dbewrarov BAacrHnwaros, Tov plopoTroLoy 
Kaptrov oTnAtredoat Oixator, iva év Tols AKpots 7) TMV eowv TrEpipavr7}s 
kai BAdopnpos Evvwpis—Tav dpi Tov Addwpov, pnt, Kal Oeddwpov— 
ouvnppocpevyn yumabein. Tows 8 dvavibar ris weOns Kav dike yodv 
duvycovrat, amak wabdvres pos tivas adrois Kal HAikous TMV KaKa@v 
marépas eotiv 7 mpwry ovyyevera, Kal ds e€ exeivwy, did Tv ev weaw, 6 
teAevtaios obtos Tis doeBelas e&épu KAddos, 08 Tov Kapmov apdnv 
omdcavres, epopetoban ere’ yovra. 


[41] 5 (dtKaiew ... Ketrac): 1 Tim. 1.9 6-9 cf.Rom. 8.3 f. 


[41] Diodorus Tarsensis, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum, |. 1 (6 Yios rod Oeod ... 
Yiov): cf. etiam: Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. III, 33 (153, lL 27-8; tr. 111, ll. 23-4) 


VOP [41] 1 post AYTOY' add. AIPETIKOYP post AOTOY add. A'V 2 Yids: 
éort Sev, Ant. 4 dA\a VO éntecay O 5 yap om. P 6 7dvvaTo P 
7 «<adpx@ conj. Mai, prob. recte «ai! om. VO 9 mpoKxexuspyKet V 10 ds P 
taTys post Lwripos transp.P Lw7ipos; sravpod conj. Mai 

Scholion Leontii AEONTIOY om. V;’OP@OOAZOY O 12 d¢om.O xaiom.O 
airayv om, O 14 Lapwoarwy O 18 rv: tov P 19 Evynppoopery P 
3 om. VO 20 duvyowyrarP;dvvnPyoovrarV —at'rods P 21 évpéoep: zac P 


22 r&v kapray P 
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41. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


The Son of God is so through no one—he is Son by nature. The flesh is Son, 
because of the Son. And why do I say “because of the Son”? The flesh is because 
of us; and do not think this saying blasphemy, but ask for explanations. If man 
had not gone astray, would there have been need of a law? For “law does not 
concern the just.” If those under the law had not increased sin, would there have 
been need of grace? But since the law could not put sin to death, did he not take 
[flesh] for our sakes, so that he should revoke both death and the sentence of 
death, being crucified and dead and risen again? If deceit had not grown, and 
the sentence of death against us, what need would there have been for this 
divine plan of the Savior’s? What need of the Incarnation? Did he not take flesh 
for our sakes? 


Leontius: The time now calls us to introduce the first ancestor of their impiety 
into the argument, [the man] from whom they received its seeds; he is Paul, 
the devil's bitter weed who grew at Samosata. And it is right, too, to denounce 
the baneful fruit of Nestorius, the last godless shoot from this first root, so 
that within these extremes the notorious, blasphemous company that came 
between—I mean the followers of Diodore and Theodore—might be 
recognized to fit in. Perhaps they shall be able, if very belatedly, to sober up 
again, once they learn to what sort of ancestors in crime they are directly related, 
and how this final shoot of impiety grew from them, through those who came 
between—a shoot whose fruit they have plucked all at once, and on which they 
rush to gorge themselves, 
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"Eortt b€ 6 mpoxeipevos auporépwv—IlavAov, pnt, Kal Neotopiov— 
edeyxos [Blex THs Suayaprupias THs Snocia mpotebetons, Ws pact, mapa 
EdoeBiov rot rhvixatra év 7H Sikavexh eumpemovros, vaTepov be THs 
Aopudaéwy everiarevy tovs olaxas: Kal CyAov Exwv, WS wapTupEtrar, 
Ociov, mpatos tiv te avrov Neoropiov, Kai péevror Kai Edtvyods, 
Tmepwpake Te Kal e€jAeyEev aipeauy, wera wupiwy Tov UTep THs evacBelas 
kivduvev. Akove yodv avtod olats Kal Goats Tw@Y éx TOD Lapooatéws 
BAracpnudy avddAoyais tas Neotopiov cuvijppoge, Kal Ev apuporépwy 
ederEe TO AppoveoraTov ppovya. Hi dé reamgder TMV Leipyveiwv rovrwy 
peAwmdidv 70 Ocode pov Kai A10dw pov Davarnpdpov dopa, Tots akivdbves 
erratew Seduvynpevors Kal Kpiverv emitpeTomer. 


[42] AIAMAPTYPIA IIPOTE@EIXA ‘EN AHMOZIQ 
TOIQ KAI KATA ’*EKKAHSIAN 'EM@ANIZOEIZA 


[(C] Opxilw rov AapBdvovra 76 yapriov, Kara THs ayias Tpiddos, dare 
Pavepov adTo TOLnoaL emLOKOTOLS, TpEGBUTE pois, OLAKOVOLS, AVAYVWOTALS, 
Aaixots oixovor Kwvoravrivotrodw, ert Te Kal TO Loov abrots éxdodvar 
mpos éAeyxov rod alperixod Neortopiov, d7e ouoppwrv éorl rob 
avabeuatiabevros IavAov tot Lapooaréws mpo érav Exarov €€jKovra 
amo Tav dploddéwr émicxdrwy. “Eatt dé Ta wap dmoTépwv cipnueva 
ovTws: 


la. Tatdos etvev:“Mapia tov Adyov ovx érexev.” 
/ / “ ’ “ ko a é \ 
b, Neoropios cuppavws eter: “Ovdx erexev, d BéAToTE, Mapia rv 
BedtnTa.” 


[42] Eusebius Dorylaeensis, Contestatio (ACO I, 1, 101. 1.5-102.1. 3 [Cone. Ephes., Coll. Vat. 
18]). 1. 14-p. 502, L 3 (6pila asi Bedrnti): cf, etiam Anast. Sin., Hod. XXI, 2.4-40 (287£.). 
Excerpta separatim: J a: cf. Test. 43 (p. 504, 1, 16); 1 b; Nest., Sermo 9 (252, ll. 5-6); cf. etiam: Iren. 
Tyr., Trag., apud Coll. Cas, 81, 2 (26, Il, 12-13; 1); Thdt., Haer. Fab. Comp. IV, 12 (436 C6; +); 


VOP  ScholionLeontii 3 rot:76P;THO dixamny:dcaxovixy~O de: yap Ps iter.O 
4 AopuvAatovP éverorevOy: ériaredOn V 5 reom. P 6 rév dep ths: THs 
dmepP 7 Lapocaréws: cwuaraaews O 8 ev:e€ Pi én’O 9 Leupyveiwv: 
Zeipnvaiwy V; eipyyevov O 11 duvapevoisP = kaiom.P 

[42] 13 KAT’’ P 14 ante 76 yapriov add. 7éde Conc. Ephes., Anast. Sin. 76 
Xaptiov: Tov xaptyv TodTov P 15 adro: ad7év P ante avayvedorais add. xal P 
16 Aaixois om. P adrois: adrod Anast. Sin. 17 rob §=Neoropiov tov 
aipetikod P 18 Yapwoaréws O, Anast. Sin. apd erdv: mpos trav O 7po ... 
é€yKovra om. Conc, Ephes. Coll. Vat. cod. V 19 do rav om. O; rd V; b7r6 THV Conc. 
Ephes. Coll. Vat.codd.VMDA = ante émiokdrwvadd.dyiwyP — émaxdmwv: marépwv Conc. 
Ephes. Coll. Vat. (sed om. codd. DA); rarépev wal émtand7ey Anast. Sin, 22 auupwvas 
om. Anast. Sin., codd, MV; post efzre(v) transp. codd. cett. ante Mapia add. “sanctissima” 
Arnob, Jun. 22-3 rv BedrHra: Ocov Iren. Tyr, Thdt., coll, Pal. 
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This present refutation of the two of them—I mean of Paul and Nestorius— 
is from the declaration that was publicly made, they say, by Eusebius, who at 
that time was a famous lawyer, and later was entrusted with the government of 
the Church of Dorylaeum; having a godly zeal, it is said, he was the first to 
uncover and refute the heresy of Nestorius, and even of Eutyches, running 
countless dangers because of his piety. Hear, then, from him, to how many and 
to what sort of collected blasphemies of the Samosatene he compares those of 
Nestorius, and shows that both have one mindless way of thinking. We leave it 
to those who can hear and judge securely, whether the deadly song of Theodore 
and Diodore differs in sound from these Siren melodies. 


42. OFFICIAL COMPLAINT DISPLAYED INA 
PUBLIC PLACE AND PUBLISHED IN CHURCH 


I adjure anyone who receives this paper, by the holy Trinity, to show it to bishops, 
presbyters, deacons, lectors, and laymen dwelling in Constantinople, and 
further to give them a copy as an accusation against Nestorius: that he is of like 
mind with Paul of Samosata, who was condemned one hundred and sixty years 
ago by the orthodox bishops. The assertions of both are as follows: 


1. Paul said: “Mary did not beget the Word” 
Nestorius said, in agreement: “Mary, my friend, did not beget the 
divinity.” 
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2a. Hatidos elrev-“Odde yap Hv ™ po aiwve. 
b. Neordpuos elrev: “Kat pntépa xpovixny rH Sywovpyad Tay 
xX pov epuordaat Bedryre.” 
[D} 3a. ITatAos etmev. “Mapia rov Adyov bredéEato, Kal odk eori. 
mpeoBurépa TOU b Abyou.” ei 
b. Neordpios elev “Tas obv Mapia tov éauris dpyardtepov erexey:? 
“~ > “ / v ” t ~~. » 
4a. ITaddos eizev-“Mapia érexev avOpwrov Hiv icov: 
b. Neordpios etrev:“Avopwos 6 rex Gels x Hapbévov, : 
5a, Ilatdos eter “Kpelrrova o€ xara mavra, érerdy éx TIvedpuaros. 
ayiou, Kat e€ evayyehar, Kat éx TOV yeypayuevanv y ew adTa.- 
xapis” : 
b. Neoropios elev. “Tebdapai, yap pyow ‘76 TIvedua xataBatvov 
¢ \ \ ‘ ? 3 —'9 > Ao” x ‘ aed 
[1392 A]w@oet meptorepay, Kal pévov ém avrov’, TO THY avadAnguy 
adt@ yaptodpevov—‘evretAapevos, pyar, ‘Tols atooTdAnts ods. 
3 / ‘ / * / > re »? “ 4 qi 
e€eAdEato, b1a ITvedparos dyiov dveAngiy”—rotro 8) 76: 
TyAKavT AY 7@ Xprorg Xapiodrevoy dd€av.” : 
6a. Iladdos etrev.“ “Iva dé pare 6 €x Aavid Xprabeis aAAST pros 7} 7 vis 
aoptas, unde 7 copia év ddAAw otTwS OiKH: Kal yap ev Tois: 


TpOPrTats WV; 


12-13 Joan. 1.32 14-15 Acta 1.2 


[42 cont.] Arnobius Junior, Confl. cum Serap. II, 11 (285 C7-8; T); Sev. Ant., Phil. (140, 
Il. 25-6; tr. 114, ll. 27-8); Coll. Pal. 37 (78, 1. 35; 4); 2 a: cf. Test. 43 (p. 506, 1. 1); 2 b: Nest., 
Sermo 8 (245, ll. 18-19); cf. etiam: Cyr. Alex., Adv, Nest. Blasph. I, 8 (89, Il. 22-3; 1); Arnobius ° 
Junior Confl. cum Serap. Tl, 11 (286 B9-10; 1); Coll. Pal. 29 (56, 1. 26; 1); Cod. B.M. Syt. Add:.° 
12156, f. 89a (1); 3a (ovn... Adyou): cf. Test. 43 (p. 506, L. 1); 3 b: Nest., Sermo 8 (247, Il. 10-11); 
cf. etiam: Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 12156, f. 89a (1); 4 a: cf. Test. 43 (p. 506, 1.2); 4b: Nest., Sermo 8 | 
(?) (352, 1. 1); 5 a (xpetrrova ... dyiov): cf. Test. 43 (p. 506, ll. 2~3); 5 b: Nest., Sermo 16 (293,: 
1. 20-294, 1. 5); cf. etiam: Joan. Cass., De Inc. Darn. VII, 17 (372, 1, 25-373, L. 1; 1); Cyr. Alex., Adv. 
Nest. Blasph, IV, 3 (188, ll. 2-7; 1); Arnobius Junior, Confl. cum Serap. II, 11 (286 A14-B5; £); 


VOP [42 cont.] 1 odre Anast. Sin. 6 odv om. Anast. Sin. 10 adr@: abtod. : 
Anast. Sin. 12 reBedueba P 13 doet: ws Vi doel mepiotepdv om. Arnob.: 
Jun. 11 pévov; pewevnrev Cyr. Alex. — post avrov add. “item” Joan. Cass.; “item paulo’. 
post” Arnob. Jun. 14 ante pyoly add. ydp Cyr. Alex. gyoiv post dmoardAas:. 
transp. VO ante dwoardAots (...) Ephes. (sed txt. codd. SD), Cyr. Alex., Anast. Sin. 9 7 
Xpiord: adr@ P, Coll. Cas. ddan: “dispensationem’ " Arnob. Jun. 17 Se: 87) P; om.. 
Conc. Ephes., Anast. Sin. 18 7: ety Anast.Sin. jure Conc. Ephes., Anast.Sin. 7} om. 
Anast.Sin. oixet Anast. Sin. —_ post ot# add. “in solo Domino principaliter in eo” Tim. Ael., - 
Sev.Ant. tots om. Justn. 
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Paul said: “He did not exist before the ages.” 

Nestorius said: “And they put a temporal mother over the divinity who 
created time?” 

Paul said: “Mary received the Word and is not older than the Word” 
Nestorius said: “How did Mary beget one who is older than she?” 

Paul said: “Mary begot a man like us.” 

Nestorius said: “The man who was begotten of the virgin” 

Paul said: “Better in every way, because the grace in him was from the 
Holy Spirit, and from the promises, and from the scriptures.” 
Nestorius said: “For he said, ‘I saw the Spirit coming down like a dove 
and remaining upon him; giving him the grace of elevation; ‘giving 
commands, [Scripture] says, ‘to his chosen Apostles, he was lifted up by 
the Holy Spirit? This is the Spirit which gave such glory to Christ.” 
Paul said: “... So that the anointed one sprung from David was not 
other than the wisdom, nor did the wisdom dwell thus in another; for 
it was in the prophets, 
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wadrov d€ ev Mwoy kai év roAdois xupiors, GAAov be ev Xprorg 
e > a” 
ws €v vag. 
Kai dAdaxoi A€éyer GANov efvar tov Tnoobv Xpiotov Kai aAAov tov 
Oeov Adyov. 
b. Neordptos eirev. “My eyyxwpel tov mpo mavrwr Tv aidvey dAdo 
ama€é yevvynO iva, kal radra Oedr nT; 


Td00 bé5erxrar capas Aéywv 6 wapaBarns, “Ovdn éréxOn ex Mapias 6 
yevynbels éx Ilarpés.” 1d00 cuvawei 7@ aiperix@ Iathw 7 [B]Aéyovri 
aAAov elvat tov Adyov Kal dAAov Tov Inaodv Xpiorov, Kal OUK EOTLY Els, Ws 
9 Op0odo€ia knptcoet. 

“Ews MOE 7) Svapaprupia. 


[43] IIAYAOY TOY ZAMOZATEQS 


AvOpwros xpierat, 6 Adyos ov xpierau: 6 Nalwpatos xpierat, 6 Kipios 
€ al ‘ ‘ € / / lol fol ‘ \ \ / 
nav. Kat yap 6 Adyos peilwv Hv rod Xpotod. Xpioros yap dia cogias 
péyas eyevero. Adyos pev yap dvwhev, Tnoots dé Xpiotos avOpwzos 
evredbev. Mapia tov Adyov ovx érexev. 


[42 cont.] Coll. Pal. 29 (60, IL 1-4; 1); p. 502, 1. 15-16 (rodro ... dd€ayv) + ibid., ll. 13-14 (76 
THY ... xaptadmevor): Cyr. Alex,, Apol. Adv. Theodorum IX (460, ll. 19-21); 6 a: cf. etiam 
Justn., Ctr, Mon. 31 (13,11 5-7); — p. 502, Il. 17-18 (iva ... ot 7): cf. Test. 44 (192, Il. 2-3); Tim. 
Ael., Ref. Syn. Chalc. Test. 84 (53, ll. 19-20; 1); p.502,1.18-p, 504, 1.2 (kai yap... vag); Tim. Ael., 
ibid., Test 85 (53, Il, 22-4); Sey. Ant., Phil. (152, ll. 5-8; tr. 124, Il. 22-6); 6 b, Nest., Sermo 8 
(2) (351, Il. 23-4); cf. etiam: Joan. Cass., De Inc. Dom. VI, 9 (336, ll. 15-16) 

[43] Paulus Samosatenus, fragmentum hic primo ita inventum (cf. Test. 42, p. 500, |. 21—p. 502, 
1. 10). Cf. etiam; Coll, Pal, 52, 4 (178, lL 19-23: ut Diodori); ll. 14-15 (6 Adyos ... éyévero): Justn., 
Ctr. Mon. 30 (13, IL. 3-4; 1) 


VOP [42] 1 pa@AAov Se: wal Tim. Ael; paAdov dé kal Justn,  paAdov .,. Kupiois om, 
P  Muwoet O, Conc. Ephes. (sed Mwvof codd. SD)  Kipros Justn. €v? om.O post 
pGAAov dé add. «ai Justn. 2 va@: obpavd Anast.Sin.,yod.M post vad) add. rod @cod 
Tim. Ael., Sev. Ant. 3 dAdov... Oedv Adyov: GAAos yap eat Tyaods Xprorés Kai GAAos 
6 Adyos Justn. ov' iter.O post &AAov* add. efvar P 4 @cdv om. P, Conc. Ephes., 
Anast. Sin, 5 éyxwpeiv V,Conc. Ephes.codd.PA  tdvom.Anast.Sin, post aidvwv 
add. yevynfévra Joan. Cass., Conc. Ephes. (sed txt. cod. $), Anast. Sin. dAdo: dA 6 O 
6 post Oedry7e add. ABONTIOY P; OP@OAOSOY O 7 €k: amo Conc. 
Ephes. 8 post é« add. rod Conc. Ephes, codd. VMPW = 7* om. VO 9 post 
aAdov add. efvac P_ ~=Xprorov ante Tyoody transp. VO ovx €oTuv els: ovxt eva VO 
10 Knpirre: P 11 €ws .., daaprupia om. O, Conc. Ephes. 

[43] 12 TOY om. VO ZAMOYEZATEQS O 13 6 om. P-— av@puzros ... 
7-@v: “homo ungitur Jesus, Dominus noster Verbum non ungitur” Coll. Pal. 6 Nalwpatos 
xpleras secl. Schwartz (sec. Coll. Pal.) ante 6 Kipuos add. ody. Mai, fort. recte 14 Hy: 
éortColl.Pal. tod:xalP yap! om, Justn, 


: 
' 
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still more in Moses and in many lords, still more in Christ as in a temple” And 
in another place he says that Jesus Christ is one individual, God the Word 
another. 

Nestorius said: “Surely it is not possible for him who was before all ages to 
become another all at once, precisely in his divinity?” 

Behold, the scoundrel is clearly shown to be saying, “He who was born of the 
Father was not begotten of Mary.” Behold, he agrees with the heretic Paul, who 
says that the Word is one individual and Jesus Christ another, and [that] he is 
not one, as orthodoxy proclaims. 

Thus far the official complaint. 


43. BY PAUL OF SAMOSATA 


A man is anointed, the Word is not anointed; the Nazarene is anointed, our 
Lord. For the Word was greater than Christ. Christ grew great through wisdom. 
The Word is from above, Jesus Christ is a man from here. Mary did not beget the 
Word. 
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506 HPOX' TOYS NEXTOPIANOYS 


= A e / a 4 am 
Ovse yap hv mpo aiwvear 7 Mapia- odk €ort mpecBurépa rot Adyou Mapia, . 
mn > 
GAAd avopwrrov Hutv toov ETeKxev, Kpeitrova be kata mavTG, ETELOn ex 
ITvedpartos ayiov. 


[C] [44] TOY AYTOY’EK TOY TPOX MAAXIQNA AIAAOTOY 


co Wa unre 6 ex Aavtd ypobels aAAdtpios THs Copias, UATE 7) Copia év 
GdAw obras oiK7. 


[45] TOY AYTOY 


iy é ‘¢ > - 2 4 3 é > , € , 
O pavopevos obx Hv copia. Ob yap HdbvaTO ev ox}paTt evpioxedba, 
ovde ev Oda dvipos: peilwv yap TAv dpwyevwy éariv. 


[46] NEXTOPIOY 


Méya rH XpiototéKw Ilaplévyw ro rexelv avOpwrdryta, THs TOU Oeod - 
Adyov Pedrytos épyavov. apxotv abrh mpos TysIv bmepalpovoay Td 
yevvnoat ecityy TH TOU Ocod ovrnupeévor déia. 

[D] AEONTIOY. Taira hyets ws ddtya éx mod\Ady avrimapeO jaye, 
Tiy €v TH KAK@ ouppwviay mpos Tos TaAaods THv alperiK@v Tatépas - 
rovTwyr mapacTyoat BovrAduevor. “E€eore 6€ TH GeAovTs Evrvyxely TH KaTa 
tot Lapooaréws ypageian eyxuKAim éematorAR ris abrov KaleAovons 
dytas ovvddou, kai pevrot Kai T@ Staddyw Ov mpos abrov 6 mpeaPUTEpos 
Madyiwv éveoticato. Ivacerar yap dapadds ws yuiavo. exeivoy 
Tuyxdvouat wabyrat oi rept Oeddwpor- 


[44] Paulus Samosatenus, Dialogus cum Malachione: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum, 
Cf. etiam: Tim. Ael., Ref: Syn. Chale. Test. 84 ( 53, Il. 19-20; t) 

[45] Paulus Samosatenus, fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Cf, etiam: Tim. Ael., Ref 
Syn. Chalc., Test 164 (89, ld. 18-21) 

[46] Nestorius, Sermo 8 (247, ll. 5-8). Cf. etiam: Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 12156, £ 89a (79); 
H.11-12 (79 XprotoréKw ... dpyavor): Arnobius Junior, Confl. cum Serap. IL, 11 (287 A6-8) 


VOP [43] 1 apo aicvewy om. Coll. Pal. aom.P otk... Mapia om. Coll. Pal. aAAP 
2 érexevom.P 

[44] 4 post AYTOY add. AIPETIKOY P MAAXIONAOQ AIAAOTOY: AOPOY O 
6 oixet V" 

[45] 7 post AYTOY add. AIPETIKOY P 8 ov: ovde P 

[46] 10 ante NEXTOPIOY add. TOY KATAPATOY P_ post NEZTOPIOY add. 
AIPETIKOY O ll péya ... 7d rexety: “contigit parere” Amob. Jun. dv@pwadryts P 
12 dpyavov: “ministerium” (fort. pro “instrumentum’”?) Arnob. Jun. 13 post Jeod conj. 
Adyov Loofs — Scholion Leontii 14 AEONTIOY om. V; TOY MAKAPIOY AEONTIOY P 
OPO@OAOSOY OO ante modAAdv add. trav VO dvrimaparebeixauev V 
17 Sayuwoaréas O  éyxuxdeiw V* ei roAG ante éyxuxAi@ transp. P 20 ante 
Oeddwpov add. rv P 
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For Mary was not before the ages; Mary is not older than the Word, but begot a 
man like us, yet better in every respect, because from the Holy Spirit. 


44. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM 
THE DIALOGUE WITH MALCHION 


...So that the anointed son of David is no stranger to wisdom, not does wisdom 
dwell in another in this way. 


45. BY THE SAME AUTHOR 


He who was seen was not wisdom; for [Wisdom] cannot be found in concrete 
form, nor in the shape of man—for it is greater than what is seen. 


46. BY NESTORIUS 


It was a great privilege for the virgin mother of Christ to beget his humanity, the 
instrument of the divinity of God the Word; it is enough for her surpassing 
honor, that she begot a mediator united with the dignity of God. 


Leontius: We have assembled these statements, only a few from many, in our 
hope to show the agreement of these heretics in evil with their ancient ancestors. 
It is possible for anyone who wishes to browse through the encyclical letter 
written against the Samosatean by the holy Synod convoked to depose him, and 
also in the dialogue which the presbyter Malchion officially held with him. [The 
reader] will find clearly that the disciples of Theodore are his kinsmen; 
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oxebov yap Te Kat dud THv adrav xwpoviar AKLewr, Ss mH Gv ypaciy 
Soxeiy elvar Ta ToUTwy ovvTdypata aAdd peTaypapny aAAov, ra 
éxeivou eis 7a olkeia peraBadrAdvrwy. “Omws dé [1393 A]léppdvycapy 
mepl THS Evwaews of am’ apyyns ayo. Iarépes, al te bm’ abrapv 
Kupepvwpevar aywworatat exxAnoia, éx THS KaTa TOU Layocaréws 
yevouerns ayias cuvddov Kal THs eyxuKAlov attav émiaToAns capas 
éoTt yv@vat év 7 mpos Tots aAXols Kal Tatra avToU KaTnyopovaw 
avrats Adéeat- 

[47] “®yot roivuv ev rots bropvjpacw” (ws mept MavAov A€yovzes) 
“anpetv To a€iwpa THs Gopias.” 


[48] KAI ME@’ ‘ETEPA 


A ‘ ‘ ¢ a ~ > , al 
Bi b€ Kata THY avoracw Kal yéveow ouvanto, TH avOpwrw Todo 
oupBaiver. 


[49] KAI ITAAIN 


lal a i? é 
Ob yap ovyyeyerio0at Th avOpwarivy riv copiay, ws Hels TLaTEVOLEV, 
~ > ‘ ‘ \ 
ovowdds, GAAa Kai KATA TOLOTHTA. 


[50] KAI MEQ’"‘ETEPA 


/ \ ut ‘ \ € / 4 \ ‘ a + ~ 
Ti b€ BovAerar Kal TO Erepolay packer THY KaTacKEvyY TOU Tyoot 
Xprorod ris Huerépas; Hud évi weyiorw dx) rovTw Svapépev avroo [B] 

> cal a “ 3 ¢ «a 
THY avoTaaL al.ovvTwr,T@ Tov Oedv Adyov ev AUT@ elvar drep ev Hiv 
6 €ow avOpwros. 


[47] Epistola Encyclica contra Paulum Samosatenum, fragmentum hic primo inyentum. Cf. 
etiam: Justn., Ctr. Mon. 30 (13, lL. 6; 1) 

[48] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[49] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[50] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 


VOP Scholion Leontii (cont.) 2 petaBaddvrwy P 4 ante wepi add. of O 
6 Lapovearews V"; Lapwoaréws O 7 j:otsV 
[47] 9 gactP 10 post cogias add. 70 akiwpa tis copias wy KaéAwper Justn. 


[48] 12 yévvnow O post cuvizro conj. lacunam esse Loofs (Paulus von Samosata, 79, 
n.3). todrwO 

[49] 15 ovyyeyervijoAas P 16 xaiom,O 

[50] 18 dé om. P 19 yudvom.O  eévi:évO 8): dé VOP; corr. Mai 20 ra: 
7oV evom.O 


( 
: 
: 
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for they almost run through the same phrases, so that their writings seem not 
to be their compositions, but rather transcriptions, as if they were transferring 
his work into their own. How the holy Fathers, and the holy Churches they 
governed, thought about the union from the beginning, can be learned clearly 
from the holy synod held against the Samosatean and from their encyclical 
letter; in it, besides other things, they accuse him of the following, in these 
words: 


47, [THE RECORD OF HIS TRIAL] 


He says in his commentaries (they are referring to Paul [of Samosata]) that he 
is preserving the dignity of Wisdom. 


48. AND FURTHER ON 


If he is joined in composition and origin, this happened to the human being. 


49. AND AGAIN 


Wisdom was not joined to the man essentially, as we believe, but in quality. 


50. AND FURTHER ON 


What does it mean to say that the constitution of Jesus Christ was different 
from ours? We judge that in this one great respect his constitution was different, 
that God the Word was in him what “the inner man” is in us. 
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[51] KAI MEO’ETEPA 


(1.9 9 TO Cvorkjoas ev avTe@D THY Gopiay Aéyeu, ws év ovdevl GAAw. TodTo 
yap TOV fev TpOTTFOV THs EvolrKnGEwS TOV avTOV ONAoL, weTpwW Be Kal TANDEL 
bmeppepey, ofov SimAdouov, } Kal Omws SHmoTe wAciov 7 eAatrov Tod 
dimAaciou, ywvadsaKovtos abTod amo TIS Gopias 7 of aAAoL. TobTo Se odK 
aéiovow ot KafoAkol Kai éxxAnovactiKol Kavoves, GAN’ exeivous fev 
peTeaxnKevar copias euTrveovons eEwbev Kal GAAS ovaNs Tap’ avTods, 
avdryy dé THv copiav di eavTys emvdednunKkevar odawwdds ev TH ek 
Mapias o@pare. 


[52] KAI MEO’‘ETEPA 


Kairot pat p21) S00 eriatacbat viods. Ei dé vids 6 Incots Xpiords [C]rob 
Ocod, vids dé Kal 7 copia, Kal GAXO rev } copia, GAXo de Inaots Xpioros, 
dvo0 tpiotavrat viol. 


[53] KAI ME@’‘ETEPA 


e td 
Thv d€ cvvageray érépws mpos TIv cogiav vee Kata udynaw Kai 
LZ ‘ 3 / 
peTouatar, ovxl «KAT OVdiaY OvOLWLEVHY ev OWpaTL. 


[54] KAI ME@’ETEPA 


Obre de trav GvOpwrivwr mponyoupéevws Talay auéroxos hv 6 popécas 
Kal évdvodpevos TO avOpamivov Geos, ove THY Deiwy mporyyoupevws 
” » ‘3 , 5. ae VQ #4 a > a ty ? 
epywv aotpov To avOpamuvov év @ Hv Kal dv’ ob tadra emote. ExAdaby 


[51] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Il. 5-9 (rod7o ... c@paru): cf. etiam Sev. 
Ant., Ctr. Gram. III, 41 (287, ll. 2-6; tr. 211, Il. 19-23); Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 12155, f. 111 (183; tr. 
423) 

[52] ibid.:fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum, Il, 11-13 (e? dé... viod) cf. etiam Sev. Ant., 
Ctr, Gram. IIL, 41 (287, ll, 6-9; tr. 211, Il. 24-6); Cod. B.M. Syr, Add, 12155, f. 111” (183; tr, 423) 

(53] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Cf. etiam: Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. II, 32 (249, 
|. 29-250, 1. 1; tr. 195, ll. 16-19); Cod. B. M. Syr, Add. 12154, f. 18" (184; tr. 424); Cod, B.M. Syr. Add, 
12155, f, 32” (184; tr. 424) 

(54) ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 


VOP [51] 2 7: ef V 4 Ureppéper V Sijore: 789 P ante €Aatrov add, «al P 


5 ywooxovres P 7H om. P 7 eumveotons: evepyovons Sev, Ant. avrois V 
8 éauris: adrod P 

[52] 10 KAI ME@’ ‘ETEPA om. O 11 ipicracba: V  ulods ante émioracba 
transp, P 13 viods O 

[53] 14 KAI ME@’‘ ETEPA om.O 15 coplav: otclayP = rd Oyow Kal om. B.M. 
Add. 12154 et 12155 16 «ka7 addidi sec. Sev. Ant. BM. Add, 12154 et 12155 


ovowpevyv ev od)ate om, Sev. Ant., B.M. Add, 12154 et 12155 
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51. AND FURTHER ON 


... or to say Wisdom dwells in him, as in no one else. For this indicates that the 
manner of indwelling is the same, but that it exceeds [that in other people] in 
amount and quantity, as if he knew twice as much, or however much more or 
less than twice as much, from Wisdom than did the others. The catholic canons 
of the Church do not hold this opinion, but believe that they [= human beings] 
share in Wisdom as it inspires them from without, a different being from them, 
while Wisdom itself, of its own accord, came to dwell essentially in the body 
taken from Mary. 


52. AND FURTHER ON 


Yet he claims not to understand two sons, But if Jesus Christ is the Son of God, 
and Wisdom is a son, and Wisdom is one thing, Jesus Christ another, there 
subsist two sons. 


53. AND FURTHER ON 


Understand the connection with Wisdom in a different way: by way of 
knowledge and participation, not by way of substance realized in a body. 


54. AND FURTHER ON 


He, the God who bore and put on humanity, was not primarily without a share 
in human passions, nor was the humanity, in which he existed and for whose 
sake he did these things, primarily without a part in divine works. He was 
formed 
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va e La > ‘ \ \ ‘ / ‘1 > 
Tponyoupevws ws avOpwros év yaorpi, kal Kata. devTepov Adyov Ocds Hy : 
€v yaoTpl, cuvovatwpevos TO avOpwrrivw. 


[55] "EK TQN ITEPI AYTOY ITEITPAT'MENQN. 
IIPOS AYTON ITAPA MAAXIQNOS ANTIPPHZIZ 


Od waAat TrovTo EAeyor, rt ob Sidws odoidobat év 7H CAw Swrijpr tov 
Yidv Tov povoyevi, Tov mpo mao7ns KTicEews aidiws drapyovTa; 


[56] TOY AT'IOY PPHTOPIOY:’EK TQN ITPOS KAHAONION: 
ITPOEKOMIZOH AE KAI’EN TH KAT’’E®EXON ATIA ZYNOAQ, 
TH KATA NEXTOPIOY SYNAXOEIZH 


Ei ris ob OeoréKov thy Mapiav trodauBdver, ywpis €or THs Pedr HTOs. 
Et tis ws bia awAjvos rHs IlapPévov Spapetv, aAAd pH ev adra 
SiatremrAda Bar A€yet, Heikas Gpa Kar avOpwrikds, Geikds wev OTe xwpls 
avdpos, avOpwrikds dé Tt vdp@ KUATEWS, Omoiws ADEs. 
Ei ris biavrenAd.o0an tov avOpwrov efra trodeduKevar Ayer Oedrv, 
KaTaKptTos: od yap yevynots Oeob TobTd eorwv, GAAa puyy, yervyoews. 
Ei tts eiadyet bv0 viods, va wév Tov €x Oeow Kai Ilarpos, devTepov 


[55] Acta Synodi contra Paulum Samosatenum, fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[56] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Epist. 101, Ad Cledonium I (ed, P. Gallay, SC 208, 42, |. 10-46, L 12; 
PG 37,177 C6-181 A3), Cf. etiam: Doctr, Patr, 7, IX (51, 1.21); Conc. Ephes., Coll. Vat. 54, 14 (43, 
1. 26-33; T); Coll. Ath. (93, ll. 18-25; 1); Euth. Zig., Pan. XIV (884 D 10-885 C7; 1); 1.10 (ev rus... 
Gedryros): Tim. Ael., Ctr. Syn. Chalc., Test. 59 (25); Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. I (37, ll. 9-10; tr. 28, 
ll. 3-4); Il. 10-15 (et rug .., yevvrjoews): Sev. Ant., Ctr, Gram. III, 41 (305, Il, 4-13; tr. 225, Il. 8-16); 
Il, 11-13 (e¢ tus ... aos): Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. II (37, ll. 4-9; tr. 27, L 35-28, |. 3); Ctr. Gram. IIL, 25 
(57, Il. 15-19; tr. 41, IL. 14-18); Ad Serg. I (90, Il. 8-12; tr, 66, ll. 6-9); Antijul. IL A (157, 1, 27-158, 1.2; 
tr, 133, Il. 26-30); Syn.Lat. (128, Il. 25-7, ut e Theodoro Faranitano excerptum); ll, 12-13 (6eixds 
... [Geos]): Sev. Ant., Antijul. II B (305, ll. 13-15; 


VOP [55] 3 EPI om.O 4 MAAAXIQNOZO ANTIPPHXEIZO 

[56] 7 post (PHTOPIOY add. TOY @EOAOTOY P 8 KAIom,O 9 TH 
.. SYNAX@EIZSH om. O ZYNAXOEISH: SYNAOPOIZOEIZH P 10 ante 
Mapiay add. dyiav V— €orar O, Greg. Naz. Codd. QVT 11 Spapetv: Siadpapetv 
Greg, Naz. (txt. Codd. QBVT) 12 A€you P, Greg. Naz., Coll. Vat. cod. V 13 opoiws 
abeos: avabepa é€atw Conc, Ephes., dozep Hyeis Sev. Ant. Antijul. Il B 14 post et ris 
add. yap Pamph. e/@V,Pamph. Aéyor Greg. Naz,, Euth. Zig; post StazremAdaGan transp. 
Greg. Naz. codd. ASPC, Conc. Ephes, 15 yap post yévy7jacs transp, VO, Pamph, rovdro 
post éo71(v) transp, Pamph. 16 cica@yorP ante @eod add. tod Greg, Naz, (txt. cod. W), 
Conc. Ephes., Justn, codd, VM = xai om. VO detrepov: érepov Greg, Naz. codd. 
AS"“DPC, Vat. Gr. 1431, Justn. 
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primarily as man in the womb, and in a second respect God was in the womb, 
essentially united to humanity. 


55. FROM THE RECORDS OF HIS TRIAL: 
FROM THE REFUTATION DIRECTED AGAINST 
HIM BY MALCHION 


Have I not been saying this all along: that you have not conceded that the Only- 
begotten Son, who existed eternally before all creation, was made real in the 
whole Savior? 


56. FROM ST GREGORY: FROM HIS LETTER TO CLEDONIUS; 
THIS WAS ALSO PRODUCED AT THE HOLY SYNOD OF 
EPHESUS, WHICH WAS CONVENED AGAINST NESTORIUS 


If anyone does not understand that Mary is God-bearer, he has no part in the 
Godhead. 

If anyone says that he ran through the Virgin as through a pipe, but was not 
formed in her, both in a divine and in a human way—divinely, because apart 
from a man, humanly because it was by the laws of gestation—he is also godless. 

If anyone says that the human being was formed and then put on God, he is 
accursed; for that is not the begetting of God, but a flight from begetting. 

If anyone introduces two Sons, the one from God the Father, the other 
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Se \ bd a 4 INN’ H o \ a + a \ a e A , 

€ TOV EK THS wHTPOS, GAN ody eva Kai Tov adrov, Kal THS viobeolas 
é “ + é ~ “ 

éxTreoot THS ETHYyEALEVNS Tots 6p§as maTEvovar picets rev yap Sto 
\ vy > 4 \ eee eAGt oQ¢ Peay , 3s04: 
Beds Kat avopwrros, erret Kat uyy Kai oda: viol b€ ob dvo, ode Deol: od8e 
ie = 56a Sd0 dvb , oak, ¢ ~ 3 4 m3 , : 
yap évraida d00 avépwrrou, ei kai ovTws 6 TladAos 76 évros Tot avOparTrou 
\ , 3 \ / 4 cal é a La i 
Kal TO €xTOs mpoonydpevoe. Kai ef det cvvrdpws eizeiv, GAXo pev Kat 
” vere) e ¢ i v 4 sN , oof m~ fe “ A \ 
GAXo 7a. €& civ 6 Lwrip, eitep ut) TAVTOV Td Adparov TH OpaTa, Kal 7d 
a nm ee \ id + ” ‘ \ oo» \ , ! \ +. 
axpovov 7a v0 xpdvov- odK aAdos b€ Kat AAAos—py yevotro! Ta. yap 
~ a / > f 
auporepa év TH ovyxpacet, Feod prev évavOpwriyjoavros, avdpwmov dé. 
Pd nw Y wv Bs ra , \ \ wv Ba Coe 

Gewbevros, 7 OTws av Tis Bvopdcere. A€yw b7 GAAS Kat AAO, Ewrradw 7} 
emi ths Tpiddos exer. xe? ev yap GAAos 


[56 cont.] 13-15; tr. 267, I. 25-8); p. 512,11 14-15 (et ris ... katdxperos): Doctr, Patr, 21,1 |: 
(133, IL 12-13); p.512, IL 14~15 (et res ... yervyoews). Tim. Ael., Cir, Syn. Chalc., Test. 94 (60); Sev, - 
Ant., Ad Neph. IT (36, I. 25-8; tr. 27, Il. 28-31); Phil. (137, Il, 13-16; tr. 111, ll. 28-31); Ctr. Gram. U1, * 
34 (278, iL 25-8; tr. 217, IL 26-8); Pamph. V (153, IL 11-14); p. 512, L 16-p. 514,13 (et ris... deol) -: 
Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test. 9 (194); p. 512, 1. 16-p. 514, 1.5 (et tis ... mpoonydpevee): Justn., Ctr. Mon., 
Test. 154 (32, 125-9); p.512,116-p.514,L.7 (ef rts ... QAAos): Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor II, 15 (35, I. 2-7); 
p.512,116~p.514,L7 (ef zis ... pévowro): Thdt., Eran. IL, Test.41 (166, 1.25-167,1 5); Justn., Conf. : 
Rect. Fid. (82, ll. 30-6); p. 512, 1. 16-p, 514,18 (ed tis ... cuyxpdoer): Sev. Ant., Cir. Gram. HL 8 
(148, Il 8-20; tr. 103, IL. 11-23); p.512, 1. 16-p. 516, 1.2 (ei'ris ... Bedry 70): Fac. Herm., Def, Tr. Cap. 
I, 5, 15-16 (30, lL. 101-31, 1. 114); IL 2-3 (pdceis ... Peoi): Conc. Chalc., Ad Marc., Test. 3 (114; 
Il. 15-16); Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. HT (34, li. 16-18; tr. 26, tl. 5-6); Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon., Test. 7 (1820: 3: 
B1-3); Syn. Hispal. III, Test. 7 (181); Geo. Kaph., Epist. ad Mind (369); Flor. Marc. 573, £ 32" 5 °°! 
IL 2-5 (ders ... mpoonydpevoe): Joan, Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 10 (146, no. 98); Doctr. Patr. 2, 1. 
(11, 1.7); ibid, 29, VI (207, 1.3); I. 2-7 (pees ... yevorro): Innoc. Mar., De Coll. 59 (179, ll. 25-9); 
11.2-8 (pdoes .., cvyxptoer): Gel., De Duab. Nat., Test.22b (548); p.514,].2-p. 516,12 (pdcers 
... bed79/71): Leont. Byz., CNE, Test. 7 (supra, pp. 34-5); Theor., Disp, I (141 B1-14); ll. 5-8 (ei be? 
... ouyKpacer): Sev. Ant. Antijul, III (143, 1, 27-144, 1. 2; tr. 119, 1. 23-8); p. 514, 1 5—p. 516,12 
([xai ef] det... Pedrnrt): Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 13 (146 f., no. 101); ll. 5~7 (@AAo ... yévorro): © 
Sev. Ant., Ad Serg. IT (126, L 26-127, l. 2; tr. 95, Il, 19-22); Il. 5-8 (GAAo ... cuyepdoe:): Sev. Ant.,Ad - 
Neph. If (48, Il, 19-23; tr 36, 


VOP [56] 1 7s*om.PJustn.cod.X yrds: Mapias P, Coll. Vat. codd. A'™, Vat. Gr, 1431, 
Sev. Ant.; ayias Mapias Greg. Naz. Cod, A 3 odéel:o0P — abdé Beot om. Thdt., Vat. Gr. 
1431 Geol: dvOpwror Leont. Jer. 4 ante 7d evros (post 76 evros cod, $) add. kaAe? Thdt. 
(txt. cod. J); add «ai Gel. 5 wmpoonydpevoe om, Thdt. (txt. cod. J); 6voudler Vat. Gr = 
1431 6 eimep: érei Thdt. 6 déparov 7@ dopare Coll. Vat. cod. D, Thdt. (txt.cod.J), 
Innoc. Mar, Doctr. Patr. 7 dparw om. Gel. 7 70 bd ypovoy TH dypdvey Innoc: : 
Mar. ypdvov: xpdvev P 7-8 76... cvpKpdoes: 7H els dxpov éveaes Ev TH avyKpaces 
Conc. Ephes. Codd. A*, Vat. Gr, 1431 9 dn: be Greg. Naz., Conc. Ephes., Leont. Byz. CNE; - 
Joan. Dam., Euth. Zig., Theor. — post dAAo' add. prev VO : 


Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos 515 


from the Mother, but [does not confess he is] one and the same, he departs from 
the adoption promised to those who believe rightly. 

_ There are, after all, two natures, the divine and the human, since there is also 
soul and body. But there are not two sons, nor two Gods; for here, too, there are 
not two human beings, even if Paul spoke in this way, alluding to an “inner” and 
an “outer” person. And if we must put it concisely, the elements from which the 
Savior is formed are one thing and another, since the invisible is not the same as 
the visible, or the timeless the same as what is in time; but he is not one subject 
and another—far from it! For they are both one by mixture, God being made 
human, a human being made God—or however one might name it. I say “one 
thing and another? the opposite from how it is in the Trinity. For there it is“one 
subject 
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1” uv A ‘ t 4 ca > ” A mM a 
Kal GAdos, iva 7) Tas UrooTacets cuyyewper, odK AAO Sé Kai aAAo- év 
yap Ta Tpia kal Tadrov TH AedryTH. 

La © > / 4 \ / > J > ‘ \ > 
Ei ris Ws ev mpopyry A€yet Kata xapiv éevypynKevat, GAAG wy KaT 
a al / 
ovolav ovvyApbal re Kai ovvavaremAdoba, ein KEvos THS KpEiTTOVOS 
evepyeias, waAAov bé mAnpys Tis évavtias. 
Ei tis od mpookuvel Tov €oravpmpevor, avabena coTw Kat TeTaXOw 
peta THY Oeoxroven, 
Ld 3 v 4, ” A ‘ / BAY 4 4 3 
Ei rus €€ Epywv rereAcrapevov, 7 weTa TO BarTicpa 7 ETA THY EK 
cal > /, € / > a , / “ 
vexp@v avdaaracw, viobecias AEidaBar Aéyer, Kabarep os “EAAnves 
Tapeyypamrous eladyouow, dvdbeua €oTw. To yap ypy“evor 7 TpoKOTTOV 
a 
7) TeAcLovpevov ov Meds, Kav did THY KaTa LLKpoV avaderéwv oVTH A€ynrat. 


[57] TOY AYTOY.’EK TOY II AOTOY TOY AXMATOS TQN 
AXMATQN, ’EIX TO “H KE®AAH AYTOY XPYSXIOY KAI AZ” 


Xpworov dé viv Aéyomev, od pds TO atdiov THs OedrHTOSs avarréwrovTes 
TOUTO TO Gvopia, AAAd mpos TOV Heoddxov avOpwrrov, Tov emt ys opbévra 
Kat Tots avOpwrots ovvavacrpagevta, Tov THs IlapOévov BAaaroy, év 
“KATWKIGE TAY TO TANpwLA THS DedTNTOS GWHLATLKDS, THY 


[57] 14 Col.2.9 


[56 cont.) Il. 6-10); p. 514, ll. 5-9 (dAdo ... d6vondoere): ibid. (34, ll. 20-5; tr. 26, ll. 8-16); 
p. 514, Il. 7-8 (rd ydp ... cuyrpdcer): Sev. Ant. Ctr. Gram, IIL, 87 (230, ll. 24-5; tr. 169, L 25); 
p. 514, IL 7-9 (ra yap ... PewHévros): Euth. Zig., Pan. VII (213 B2-3); p. 514, 1. 7-p. 516, |. 2 
(Adyw ... Oedrnrt): Sev. Ant., Ad Serg. IT (126, Il. 21-5; tr. 95, Il. 15-18); Theor., Disp, I (148 
B12-C1);ll. 3-5 (el'ris ... évavrias): Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. II (36, 1. 28-37, L. 4; tr. 27, ll. 31-5); Phil, 
(137, ll. 17-19; tr. 111, 1 31-112, 1. 2); Ctr. Gram. II, 32 (249, Il. 19-23; tr. 195, Il. 7-11); ibid. II, 
23 (16, ll. 26-9; tr. 11, ll. 27-31); Joan. Max., Lib, Fid, 12 (5, ll. 35-7); Petrus Diaconus et al., Epist. 
ad Epise. (553, ll. 64-8); 1. 6 (el Tus ... €oTw): Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. I (37, ll. 10-11; tr, 28, Il. 4-5); 
ll. 6-7 (et tus ... Peour ove): Tim. Ael., Ctr. Syn. Chalc., Test. 60 (25); Sev. Ant., Ctr, Gram. III, 
41 (305, IL. 14-15; tr. 225, Il, 16-17); ll. 8-11 (et res... Aeynrau): Doctr. Patr. 16, XII (110, 1. 7) 

[57] Gregorius Nyssenus, In Canticum Canticorum Orat. 13 (Cant. 5.11) (ed. H. Langerbeck, 
GNO 6, 390, |. 22-391, 1. 11; PG 44, 1056 A13-B10) 


VOP [56] 3 Adyou Greg. Naz., Euth. Zig. post évypynxévar add. rov Gedy Adyor Petr, 
Diac. 4 ovvavarrenAdobau: ovvavarAdabat P; cvvamreobar Greg. Naz. (txt AS“DPC) 
Coll, Vat. cod. P, Euth. Zig; SvavemAdo@at Doctr. Patr.cod.B —_xpelrrovos: rod Adyov Sev. 
Ant. Phil. 6 ov: 27) P, Greg. Naz. codd. QWVTS™, Euth. Zig. 8 rereActwpeveny O, 
Greg. Naz. cod. Q 9 Néyou Greg. Naz., Doctr. Patr., Euth. Zig. 11 avadecév: 
aténav Conc. Ephes. 

P (om. VO) [57] 13 KAI ®AZ: KEDAZ  P, Greg. Nyss, (correxi sec, Cant. 5.11 
LXX) 16 mapfevias Greg. Nyss. 


Y 
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and another,’ so that we might not confuse the hypostases, but not one thing 
and another. The three are one and the same in divinity. 

If anyone says that he worked [in Jesus] by grace, as in a prophet, but was not 
united in essence and formed together with him, let him be empty of that 
higher kind of action, or rather let him be full of its opposite. 

If anyone does not adore the Crucified One, let him be anathema, and let him 
be put among God's killers. 

If anyone says that he was made perfect by his actions, either after his baptism 
or after his resurrection from the dead, as the Greeks speak of newly deified 
humans, let him be anathema. For what is achieved or reached by progress or 
brought to perfection is not God, even if we may speak this way because God is 
manifested little by little. 


57. BY THE SAME AUTHOR [ACTUALLY GREGORY 
OF NYSSA], FROM BOOK 13 OF HIS COMMENTARY 
ON THE SONG OF SONGS, ON THE TEXT, “HIS HEAD 
IS OF GOLD, PURE GOLD” 


We now call him “Christ, not referring this name to the eternity of his Godhead, 
but to the man who received God, who was seen on earth and walked in human 
company, the offshoot of the Virgin, in whom “all the fullness of the Godhead 
dwelt in a bodily way” 
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arrapynv Tov Kovvov pupae os, be 0b 6 Adyos ry puaty Hav mE pteBaAreTo, - 
TOLCAS GUTHV Ak}paToV, TaVTwWY TOV GupTEpuKdTY atTh TAaInudTey 
exxabapletoav ovTw yap pnt TEpi aUTOU 6 TpOPHTys, OTL “apaptiav obj - 
éroinaer, obd€e evpeOn SdAos év TH GTOuaTLavTOd, TOO “TETELpALEvOU KATE.” 
Tavra Kal opotdryra THs PiGEws Hudv, xwpis duaprias.” 


[58] TOY ATIOY AOANASIOY-’EK TOY 
KAT’ AHOAINAPIOY A’ AOFOY 


, \ a e ¢ + , yee ee 
AAX’ 6 dv pices Oeos yevvatar dvOpwros, iva eis Ta Exarepa, TEAELog | 


X Z \ ‘3 / \ f be i 
Kara Tavra, puoiKkny Kat GAnbeararyy Try yeévynow emderEawevos. 


[59] TOY ATIOY PPHITOPIOY, EMIZKOIOY 
NYLHSEK TOY KATHXHTIKOY 


3 \ * A 4 > v Lea ‘4 ra uv A, ¢ + 
Adda pxpor, pnat, Kat edrrepiyparrov 4 avOpwmivy pias, dmetpov be 7 | 


Gedtys- Kal mas av trepilnpbein 7H drouq@ TO dretpov; Kai tis tovrd. - 
prow, ort TH TEeprypagyH THs capKos, kabldmep ev ayyeiw Tit, 7 arretpia. 
THs Jedtytos meptednplyn; OvSE yap emi THs tyetépas Cons evrds 
KatakreleTat TOY THS GapKos Spwy 7 voepa pots, GAN 6 pev OyKos TOB 

ow@paros Tots oiKeElots pLépect TEprypapeTa, 7 Se Puy} 


[57] 3-4 Isa. 53.9 (LXX var.) 4-5 Hebr. 4.15 


{58] Athanasius (?), Contra Apollinarem I, 7 (PG 26, 1105 B2~5). Cf. etiam: Eulog., Orat. IV, - 
Test. 2 (V, 35, ll. 2-4); Doctr. Patr. 7, XI (52, 1. 4); Leont. Byz., CNE, Test. 19 (supra, p. 41, Il. 3-5;. 
1); De Sect. 9, Test. 1 (1); Niceph., Antirrh. ITT, Test. 23 (354, Il. 17-18; 7) . 

[59] Gregorius Nyssenus, Oratio Catechetica 10 (ed. E. Mithlenberg, GNO IIT/4, 38.5-23; PG 45, 
41 B10-D1). Cé etiam: Doctr. Patr. 7, XII (52,1. 6); Niceph., Antirrh. I, Test. 9 (345, ll. 17-18); Euth, 
Zig., Pan. VII (216 B12—D3; {); I. 15-16 (aad ris ... mepreAjpiy): Thdt., Eran, H, Test. 49 (169, 
I.10-11);  p.520,11.5-8 (ei de... duarepietpyeoPar): ibid., Test. 50 (169, Il. 13-15) 


P [57] 1 mepeeBdAero Greg. Nyss. 3 éxxabapbapbeians P; éxxafapbelans Greg. 
Nyss. cod. 2 Oh 
VP (om. O) [58] 7 A’: HIPQTOY P 8 6 om. Leont. Byz. CNE, De Sect. 
yevvarauyeyevnrarDeSect. iv” Athan.,Leont.Byz.CNE 9 pucieny...emderEawevos: 

Oeds kal dvOpwros 6 adrdés Eulog, zy om. Leont. Byz. CNE, Doctr. Patr., De Sect.. Niceph. 

VOP [59] 10 EMIXKOHOY om. P 11 NYZIZ OO 12 drrerpos P 
13 repirnyOA P; mrepredyp Oy Greg. Nyss., Euth. Zig. 7@: 7d P tis: ré Doctr. 
Patr. 14 77} TEpLypapyy: } Trepiypagy O —-év om. Greg. Nyss, (txt. cod. g), Thdt., Euth, 
Zig. 7 dzretpia: 76 daetpov Greg. Nyss. cod. e, Thdt. 16 KkaracaieratO capkds: 
laons P 16-17 rod cebparos: év Doctr. Patr. 
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—the first fruit of our common mass, through whom the Word put around 
himself our nature, making it pure and cleansed from al] the passions that grow 
_ up with it. For this is how the prophet speaks of him: “He did not commit sin, 
nor was deceit found in his mouth,’ he who was “tempted in every way, in the 
likeness of our nature, apart from sin” 


58. BY ST ATHANASIUS, FROM THE FIRST BOOK 
OF HIS TREATISE AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


But the one who is God by nature is begotten as a human being, so that both 
might be one person, perfect in every respect, revealing his begetting to be 
natural and most true. 


59. BY ST GREGORY, BISHOP OF NYSSA, 
FROM HIS CATECHETICAL ORATION 


But human nature (he says) is a small and easily circumscribed thing, but the 
divinity something infinite; and how has the infinite been contained in an 
individual? And who says this: that the infinity of the Godhead has been held 
in by the circumscription of flesh, as in some container? In our own life, the 
intellectual nature is not locked up inside the limits of the flesh, but the mass of 
the body is circumscribed by its own parts, while the soul, 
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Tots THS Stavoias Kwhyact TaGn Kat e€ovolav eparrAcdrat TH KTiCEL, Kal 
pexpts ovpavadv aviovca, kal THv aBicowyr émParevovaa, kal TO TAdTeEL 
THs oiKkoupevns émepyouevn, Kal mpos Ta Kataxlovia dia tis 
TroAutpaypoatuys <icduvovaa, ToAAdKis b€ Kal THY ovpaviwy Gavudrey 
év mepivoia yiverar, ovdev Bapuvopevyn 7a epoAKi@w Tov adyartos. Et Sé 
avOpurrov ibuyn KaTa THY THis PUcEws avayKNY OVYKEKPALEV] TO GHjarTe 
mavraxod Kar’ eovolav yiverat, Tis avayKn TH pier THS GapKos Tv 
Bedryta Adyew €umepieipyecbar, Kal pr did THY YwpyTav Hyty 
brodevypaTrwr oToXaopov Twa Tperovra TEpLTHs Oeias oiKovojias AaPeir; 


[60] TOY OXIOY E®PAIM.’EK TOY AOFOY TOY 
IZ TON MAPIAPITHN. KATA MAPKIQNOZ 


ny , 4 a , , € , “ Ds A, 3 
(4.2 & BAemets Kal pnAagas: yeveoOw cor papripiov 7 pvats, HV Ei7Elv OvK 
erioracat, O71 Yios avev omropas yiverau Kai do brevavTia ovawdds 
‘ lol Ud 
Wpovoncay, THs Vroaracews Seixvupevys eri ExdaTns PUcEws. 


(61] EK THY SYNOAIKHS EMIZTOAHE TOY 
ATIOY KYPIAAOY ITPOS NEZTOPION 


> 4 AY \ fi e , A RA e 3 / ” e 3 a 

Eav d€ tiv Ka? indoracw wow 7 ws avépuxrov 7} ws aKxaddAy 
°C 

Trapaitwueba, eprrintoper eis TO Aéyetv BU viovs. 


[60] Ps,-Ephraem Syrus, Sermo adversus Haereses seu de Margarita (ed. J. S. Assemani II, 268 
B8-C4) 

[61] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Epist. 3, ad Nestorium 2.6 (ACO I, 1, 1, 28, ll. 7-8; PG 77, 48 
B12-14). Cf. etiam: Doctr. Patr. 7, XIII (52, ll. 8-9); Leo, Tomus II, Test. 27 (130, Il. 14-16; 1); Tim. 
Ael., Ctr. Syn. Chalc., Test. 99 (62; 1) 


VOP [59] 2 dvoica: plavovca Greg. Nyss. codd. qr, Niceph. émPatevouvaa: 


éuBatevouca O 3 évepyopevy: mepiroAeiovca Greg. Nyss. codd. qr 
4 ovpaviey: imepovpaviwy Greg. Nyss. codd. dgup, Euth. Zig.; éoupaviwv Greg. Nyss. 
codd, eh 8 xwpyrixdy Greg. Nyss. cod. q (ywpitexdy cod, r), Doctr, Patr. codd. ACDE 


qetv om. Doctr, Patr. 
{60} 10-11 AOFOY ... MAPAPITHN: AETOMENOY MAPT'APITOY P; ‘EIZ TON 


MAPIAPITHN AOTOY O 11 KATA MAPKIQNOZ om. O 12 d: 6 P ante 
ynAapds add. d Ps.-Ephr. waprupia VO 13 ante Yids add. 6 Ps-Ephr. Post Yios add. 
to0 §=@eod Ps.-Ephr. dmevavriwv Ps.-Ephr. 14 dyovdnoar: dopovotcay  P; 


dpovonodvrwy Ps.-Ephr, rij... Secxvupevys: THv droordacwv Secxvujrevey Ps,-Ephr. 
[61] 15-16 TOY AIIOY KYPIAAOY: KYPIAAOY TOY ‘OXIQTATOY P 

17 €&vwowv om, P 18 maparrodpeba Cyr. Alex. (Coll. Vat.) codd. VMD@", Tim. Ael., Doctr. 

Patr, (txt.cod.E) Aéyeww: éAéyyey P 5 vo ante Aéyew transp. Cyr. Alex. (txt. codd. SA"™?* 
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in the movements of reason, spreads over all creation as far as it can, going up 
as far as the heavens and embarking into the depths, traversing the breadth of 
the inhabited world and going down to the regions under the earth by its 
inquisitiveness; often it becomes even aware of heavenly wonders in its own 
subtle inquiries, since it is not weighed down by the burden of the body. But if 
the human soul, mixed by the necessity of nature with the body, comes to be 
everywhere as far as it is able, why is it necessary to say that the Godhead is 
hemmed in by the nature of the flesh, and not to grasp some fitting clue about 
the divine Incarnation through the examples available to us? 


60. BY ST EPHREM, FROM HIS SERMON 
AGAINST MARCION, ON THE PEARL 


... the things you see and touch. Let nature offer you a witness, which you 
cannot put into words: the Son comes into being without human seed. Two 
opposites, then, are in essential harmony, while the hypostasis is revealed in 
each nature. 


61. FROM THE SYNODICAL LETTER OF 
ST CYRIL AGAINST NESTORIUS 


If we reject the union in hypostasis as unattainable or as unfitting, we fall into 
saying there are two sons. 


10 


522 ITPOX TOYS NEZTOPIANOYS 


[62] TOY OXIOY TXIAQPOY 'EPHMITOY. 
IIPOS APXIBION ITPEXBYTEPON, KATA NEZTOPIOY 


To“év adr@ KatorKkely Tay 70 TAR pwpa THS edt HTOS GwWLATUKAS” adrds 
per epys fu) voeiv- ey dé otuar eipHabas dvri Tob “obowdds.” Od yap 
évepyeta Oedrytos, hv ovaia Fedrntros TikTeEL, TOV vadv exelvov éexuBépva. ’ 
Tov axpavror, GAN ovala puptas évepyeias Exovoa, ov pepiKdv «exouga). 
Xa propadAan yrnyy Tav ayabav- abros,pyoiv,67a arpiovpBacredwy. 
Kal TAS Tv bTEpKOOLinN Wvias KaTéxwV Kal Ta enlyera olakilwn, 
evyvdpwmnoer. = 

[PG 86, 1896 A] AEONTIOY. Olpar bia révtwv drodedetxOae rH 
Ocodwpov Kat THV dug’ avtov mpds Te Tov Lapocaréa dpodo€giav Kat. 
mpos Tovs ayious Ilatépas évavtiav Kal diad—popov yrapyny THs dé Tay 
evruyxavévtwy HpTyadw e€ovalas, 7H Te dAnbeia mpoobéobat Kat Sotvar 
TaUTH KaTa TOD Betdous exXELY TA VLKNTH PLA. 


[62] 3 Col.2.9 


[62] Isidorus Pelusiota, Epist. 1V, 166, Archibio Presbytero (PG 78, 1256 Al4—B8). Cf. etiam: 
Doctr. Patr. 7, XIV (52,1. 12); Rust. Diac., Syn.: Coll, Cas. 80, 19 (14, I. 9-15; q) 


VOP [62] 1 ante EPHMITOY add. TOY P 2 ante ITPOX add. EK TOY O 
3 Karoixe? P, Isid. Pel. (txt. cod. Vat. Gr. 650) ante adrds add. pev V* 4 & Isid, Pel 
5 évepyeiag O =v: 7 OP — odaia O; evovata Isid. Pel. fedznros? om. Isid. Pel., Rust 
Diac.. ante éxuBépva add. dv P 6 youca»’ addidi sec. Isid. Pel. 7 abros: obrws V 
gnoty ante rav dyabdv transp. Rust, Diac. cvpBaciredwy: avyuBorcdwv Isid. Pel. cod 
Vat. Gr. 650 


Scholion Leontii 10 AEONTIOY om. VO ll xaitévom.O ZapwoardaO:: 
13 Hpreicfa P = reom.O 14 70 petdos conj. Mai 
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62. BY THE HOLY HERMIT ISIDORE, 
TO ARCHIBIUS THE PRESBYTER, AGAINST NESTORIUS 


The text, “In him all the fullness of the Godhead dwells in a bodily way,’ you say 
you do not understand; but I myself think this is said with the meaning of, “ina 
substantial way.’ For it is not a divine activity, which divine substance produces, 
that is in control of that spotless temple, but a substance that has countless 
activities—one that does not contain some partial grace but is the fountain of 
all good things. He, Paul is saying, who reigns along with the Father and holds 
the reins over all the universe and steers the rudder of things on earth—he has 
become human. 


Leontius: { think that the unity of opinion between Theodore and his followers 
and Paul of Samosata has been proven by all these passages, as well as his 
opposite, differing opinion when compared to the holy Fathers. But it must 
depend on the judgment of those who read them to adhere to the truth, and to 
let truth bear the prize of victory over falsehood! 


TOY AYTOY OLIOY AEONTIOY. 
ITPOX TOYS ITPO®EPONTAS ‘HMIN 
TINA TQN AITOAINAPIOY, PEYAQ2S 

ETNITETPAMMENA’EIS ’ONOMA 
TQN ATIQN ITATEPQN 


By the Same Leontius: 
against those who Present us with 
Works of Apollinarius, Falsely Entitled 
with the Names of the Holy Fathers 
(Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum) 
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Ties tav 74 Amodwaptov vocobytwy Hrot ta Edtuxots, } trav dard 
Atooxdpov,77v idiav atpeaty kpatbvatBovAduevor,rivas TOv ATroAwapioy — 
Asywv as Ipyyopiov rod Oavparovpyot 7 Adavaciov 7} TovAloy 
erréypaipay, tovs amAovorépous drrarhoa BovAdpevor—é by Kal 


merroinKaot TH yap afiomiotia TAY mpoocmeny modAods édety TeV Tis ee 


Kabohucis Exxhyotas Sedtvnvrat, Kai rapa. moAdols av evpois TAY TRS. 
opOiis miorews ray Kara Mépos AroAwapiov [Tiorw Fpyyepiou: 
emuyeypapperny, Kal Tivas attod émustoAds TovAiou émvyeypapypevas, — 
Kal GAdous 8 adrot rept oapKacews Aeyous 7 nro. exbéces APavaciou. 
emiypapouevas, Orroia éariv % émvyeypappevy "Exbeats Suppwvotoa rh. 
tay [B]rien’ + od pdvov d€ todrous, GAAG Kal érépous Tivas ToLodToUs., 
AjAov b€ cov yevicetar Kai tavTiT@ piradnber ex Tav rapareOnoopevey 
adrot Te Arodwapiov Adywr Kal rev adTob pabnray, Ov abv GAdAots éort 
Kat Ovadevtivos 6 vroTteTaypevos. : 


[1] (OYAAENTINOY AHOAINAPIXTOY. 
KE@AAAIA AIIOAOLIAS, WPOS TOYZ AETONTAL 
®AXKEIN ‘HMA OMOOYSZION TO SQMA TO: OEM 


cy \ a 3 o a ? 4, e na \ 
1 Amd rips emiotoAns Tot waxapiov Afavaciou THs mpos 
> rd A - . la 
Enixrnrov rov Kopiv0ov ‘Emioxorov- 


Tatra d€ 7ddev €&9AGev; "H motos Gdns €EnpevEato Spoodatov eimely 76 
3 ~ ~ lad ey 
EK Mapias oWua TH TOV Adyou bedryrt; : 


2 Ano rijs abris émtaroAys: 


Ei dwoovtetos 6 Adyos TO ampart ex ys €xovre Hs pvary, Gwoovauos Sé6 
Aédyos 7 Ilatpi, kara THY Tv Iarépwr oporoyiar, 6uoovotos €orat Kat 
adros 6 arnp 7h odpati TH ex ys yevopev Kai Ti ere weupeate Tols 
Apevavois A€yovat tov Yidv xriopa, A€yovres Kal abroi tov Ilapépa 
Opoovatov Tots KTioMacLY; 


1 Valentinus Apollinaristes, Apologia: fragmentum hic primo ex integro inventum. Excerpta « 

singillatim: 
1 Athanasius, Epist. ad Epictetum, 2 (PG 26, 1052 C9-11); 
2 ibid. 4 (PG 26, 1056 C8-14) 


V Introductio Leontii 
1 1 20 Hom. Athan, eEypetcaro: Apedaare Athan. 
2 26 xal post adrot transp. Athan, 
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Some of those who suffer from Apollinarius’s disease, or that of Eutyches, or 
members of Dioscorus’s party, wishing to support their own heresy, have 
labelled some works of Apollinarius as if they were by Gregory Thaumaturgus 
or Athanasius or Julius, wishing to deceive the simple—which they have 
succeeded in doing. For they have been able to captivate many in the Catholic 
Church by the credibility of these persons, and you may find among many 
orthodox believers the Faith in Detail of Apollinarius, called by Gregory’s name, 
and some of his epistles ascribed to Julius, and other works or expositions of his 
on the Incarnation ascribed to Athanasius, such as the so-called Exposition of 
the Faith in Concord with that of the 318; and not only these works, but others 
like them. It will become clear to you and to every lover of truth from the words 
of Apollinarius that will be presented below, and those of his disciples, to which, 
among others, Valentinus, who is cited below, belongs. 


I. BY VALENTINUS THE APOLLINARIAN: 
CHAPTERS IN REPLY AGAINST THOSE WHO SAY THAT WE 
HOLD THE BODY IS OF ONE SUBSTANCE WITH GOD 


1. From the Epistle of the Blessed Athanasius, 
to Epictetus, Bishop of Corinth 


Where did these ideas come from, what Hell has vomited them forth: to say that 
the body taken from Mary was of one substance with the Godhead of the 
Word? 


2. From the Same Epistle 


If the Word is of the same substance as the body which has its nature from the 
earth, and the Word is of the same substance as the Father, according to the 
confession of our ancestors, then the Father himself will be of the same 
substance as the body made from earth; and what would you have then to 
reproach the Arians with, who say the Son is a creature, if you yourselves say the 
Father is of the same substance as creatures? 
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3 Tob Kupiov AroAwapiov: éx ris mpos Lapariwva émarodjs: 


Edckaunv ro yoda rhs aydmys cov, d€éomota, Kat eis Omep elyjrer 
Tpaypa 6 Komioas rHy emiatoAny, 7a Suvara cuvempagapev abra. [C] 
TH d€ émotoAjy rob beamdrou pou, THY €is Képw6ov dmooradeloav, 
opddpa dmedeldueda- Tay b€ cimdvTwy dpootatov Oe rv Capra, 
TOAAnY waviav KaTéyvarLED. 


4 Kal mdAw ano ris adbris émuoroAjs- 


TH yap évaoer 7H mpos TOv Adyov Bela % cdp£, ob 7H pice, Wore ev TF 
évaaet Kal 76 Stapeverv exer, Kabdrep attds pot To IIveipa efvar 7d. 
Cworotodv rv odpKa. Od yap 57 Kai dowparov yevéabat c@uo, duvardy, | 
dotrep appovurs Te por Aéyouctv. = 


[1949 A] 5 Aro ris mpos Atoviotov emiaroAns, Hs H APXH- 


’ \ \ é € / ig 2 - Lo > é / AY 
Eo cai prdtas brd0eats 7 evadBeta, Kat €xPpas ovdepia mpdg~aats mpods 
Z 2 fal ~ a 
Tous evoeBevav puddrrovras. Mnbev Tap Epoo KQLVOV byretres Tes voy, 
LENS dmroawwrHow THs dAn Betas dmavretron, ws ék rabrns eiphyny 
Kataoxeudlwy. Ort dé 7) juty ovdels € errdiyew Svvarat rabra 7a Kara TIVE: 
Aeyopeva, OfAdv €orwv €€ cv del peypapapev, oUTE THY Cd pkKaTOD LwTHpos: 
ef ovpavou Adyovres, ovTE dtroova.oy TO OQ [THv odpxal, KaP dcov éoti 
\ 4 3 \ \ \ 2 oF > ’ 4 cal ff) / 
capt Kat ov Oeds, Ocdv d€ kal’ door cis Ev TpdowToV Hrwrat TH GeotyT 


6 Kai am’ &AAns emiarodns THs mpos «row adTav, Hs 7 Gpx7} 
[B] Oavpalew ruvPavduevos trepi Tivewy, 60AoyourTwy ev Oeov év GapKi 


14 9 (rd Iveta... cdpxa): cf Joan. 6. 63; 2 Cor. 3.6 


1 3 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Epist. ad Sarapionem: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
159: ed. H, Lietzmann, Apollinarius von Laodicaea und seine Schule (Tibingen, 1904), 253; 
1. 15-254, 1.4) 

4 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid.:fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 160: outt essen 
254, Il. 5-10). 

5. Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Julius), Epist. Tad Dionysium: fragmentum hic primo inventum 
(= frag. 164: ed. H. Lietzmann, 262, Il, 5-16), Il. 16-19 (Gre... Pedryri): cf. etiam Tim. Beryt,, Ad 
Homonium, Test. 8 (infra, Test. 2, 8: p. 548, 1.25-p. 550, 1. 3) : 

6 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Julius), Epist. I ad Dionysium, 1 (ed. H. Lietzman, 256, ll. 19-21) 
Cf. etiam: Conc. Chalc,, Call. Nov. 


V15 16 7d om. Tim. Beryt. 17 ypapouev Tim. Beryt. 18 [r}v odpxal 
seclusisec. Tim. Beryt xa’ 6 Soon; «af oV 19 @edv: Geds V 


bs 2 ec lee eee Par cae re ae ee ey 
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3. By the Lord Apollinarius: from his Epistle to Serapion 


I received your kind letter, my Lord, and in regard to the matter the bearer of 
the letter asked about, we helped him as far as we could. We very much approve 
of my Lord’s letter sent to Corinth; and we consider that those who say the flesh 
is of the same substance as God are wholly mad. 


4, And again from the Same Epistle 


For the flesh is divine through its union with the Word, not through its nature; 
so that it has the capacity of remaining so by the union, also, just as he says that 
it is the Spirit which gives life to the flesh. For it is impossible for the bodiless to 
become a body, as others foolishly say. 


5. From the Letter to Dionysius, of which this is the Beginning 


For me, piety is the basis of friendship, and there is no reason for enmity towards 
those who preserve piety. Let no one seek anything new from me, nor demand 
that I keep silent about the truth, in order to achieve peace thereby. And that no 
one can charge us with these things that are said against some, is clear from 
what we have always written, neither saying that the flesh of the Savior is from 
heaven, nor that it [the flesh] is the same substance as God, since it is flesh and 
not God, and God only insofar as it is united with the divinity to form one 
person. 


6. And from Another Epistle to the Same Man, 
of which this is the Beginning 


I am amazed to learn about some people, who confess that the Lord is God in 
the flesh, 
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tov Kipiov, mepimimrovrwy d€ tH Siaipéoet, TH KaKw@S bro Tay 
TlavAvavilovrwr cicaxbeion. 


7 Kai radAwv éx ris abrijs emuaroAjs: 


Quordgynrat To cHpa éx ris Tlapbevov, 7 Oedrns €€ obpavov. To chya 
errAdaOn ev KotAia: 7) Oedtys aKTLOTOS, aidvios. “Ev te TH ovvPece pever 
Kal 70 odpa cha Kal 9 Oedrns Odrys: ci Se TH Ipayy avvynes 70 GAov 
Oeodoyetv Kai 70 GAov avOpwrodoyeiv, Eermpeba Kal Tois pywace Tois 
Deiows, Kal 7) wepilaev TA apepiora. 


8 Kai dro ris pos Tepévriov emiotoAjs: 


cal 4 a 
[C] Kal aitiarat pev 6 Twavvns tov Avovra Tov Tnoodv: obra bé Adovow 
LZ ~ A fal a WwW Ae fal 
avTiKpus, oLoAoyoubrTes TI Tpos TO Opa cuvagerav. OD yap avTo €auTa 
ae 
cuvdrrerat, ode OpoovoLov opoovclw, Kabdmep obra. A€yew ovK 
‘ ~ - 
aKvyoav: oltre yap avvOeats ove cuvagera ary, OTL pydev avT@ EavT@ 
o 4‘ 
ouvvarrerat, GAN’ Erepov éErépw TO cuvarrTopevov. Hi dé dpoovaros fev 6 
a ~ ~ , x7 
Adyos T@ adpati, 6poovarov 5é€ 7d dua TH Adyw, adpata djrrou 
« / ‘ \ « > ‘ > \ » > tal /, » > uv 
éxatepa, Kata TO “Ovdeis eidev Oeov, ore ideiv ddvarau.” ovK apa 
3 / ‘ n 3 ‘ > ; 5 4 nn > \ 3 \ 
epavepwOn Kara TodTo, ovbe ebyAagyby, apavijs dv, ovde adnbrys 
> / A , ey if) a cS ~ ¢ a > / » 
Twdvens Aéywr,°Ebcacdpcba Kal at yeipes Hucdv enAdpyaay. 


9 Kai raAw aro ris abrijs erioroAjs. 
Et 8é rus 7} S00 mpdawra A€éyer Tov Yiov, 7 THY oapKa 6jLoovarov 


18 10 (airt@rat ... Tnoody): cf. 1 Joan. 4.3 16 1 Tim. 6.6; cf. Joan, 1.18; 1 Joan. 4.12 
18 1Joan.1.1 


1 6(cont.) 9.1 (ACO II, 2, 35, I. 36-8; 1, ut Julii); Coll. Cas., Test. 26 (ACO II, 4, 149, ll. 37-8; 
4, ut Julii); Tim. Ael., Ref. Conc. Chalc., Test. 312 (186, lL. 17-19; 4, ut Julii) 

7 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Julius), ibid. 10 (ed. H. Lietzman, 260, 1I.14-21), 116-8 (ei de 
... Gwe piora): cf. etiam Tim. Ael., Ref: Conc. Chalc., Test. 304 (178, ll. 18-21; ut Julii) 

8 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Epist. ad Terentium: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag, 162: 
ed. H. Lietzmann, 254, 1.28-255, 1.9) 

9 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 163: ed. H. 
Lietzmann, 255, ll, 10-14) 


V 1 6 2 MavAtmalovrwy Apoll. cod. V (= Vat. Gr. 1431) 

7 5 émAdoby: wémAacrat Apoll. 5-6 éy te... Jedrys* om. Apoll. codd. ANR, Syr. (txt, 
cod. V) 6 post bedrys? add. iva évabévros 700 Adyou TH oduart ddiaiperos peivy 7) 
Hedrns Apoll. post odvyfes add. «ai Apoll.,Tim.Ael, «ai? om. Tim. Ael. 7 post kat” 
add, 7uets Apoll. 7-8 rots Beiors pHyaoe Apoll.cod. A 8 pepilouer V (corr. Mai), 
Apoll. codd. VNR. 
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but fall in with the division which has erroneously been introduced by the 
Paulinians. 


7. And again from the Same Epistle 


The body we confess to be from the Virgin, the divinity from heaven. The body 
was formed in the womb; the divinity is uncreated, eternal. And in their 
combination the body remains body and the divinity divinity. If it is usual for 
the Scripture to call the whole [person] by divine names and the whole by 
human names, let us follow the divine language and not divide the indivisible. 


8. From the Epistle to Terentius 


And John censures the one who destroys Jesus; but these destroy him openly, 
confessing the unity [of the Word] with the body. For it is not united to itself, 
nor is it one substance united to the same substance, as they do not scruple to 
say; for this would not be a synthesis or unity, because nothing is united to itself, 
but one thing is united to another. If the Word is of the same substance as the 
body, the body is of the same substance as the Word, and both will be invisible, 
according to the saying, “No one has seen God, nor can one see him.” According 
to this, he never appeared, nor was he handled, being invisible, nor does John 
tell the truth when he says, “We saw him and our hands handled him” 


9, And again from the Same Epistle 


And if anyone says the Son is two personas, or that the flesh is of the same 
substance 


10 


15 


20 


25 


532 [IPOS TOYX ITPO®EPONTAS TINA TQN ’AITOAINAPIOY 


TO Oc@ kal TH HueTEepa capki, 7 €€ odpavot D karaBeBnkuiay kat [D] 27) 76 
éé obpavot mpoceAnpevyr,rabnriy Aéywv rv Vedrnra, avabenariléabun, 


10 Aro ovAAoyiopdy- 


Ei Gpoovoros 6 Adyos TO ) ochparts ovdev vdOn aro mpos EavTd, HvdOy 
de odpary ouK dpa 6wootaros avT@. 

Ei duoota.ov 7H Adyw 76 adpa, ob« eMewpHnOn Kai eypnrAapnbn— 
dpporepa yap adpara Kal dvapy, eimep ouoovo.a: prot d€ Twavyys, 
“Hbcacdpeba Kai éysnAapnoapev”- ov apa dpoovorov 70 IIvedua Tob 
Kupiov xai 76 o@pa, adAa 76 adpatov Kal avapes dpat@ avvAphy Kal 
[1952 A]amr@ mpos évornra: 510 Kal év roUTw Gpatos Kal amTTOS yéeyover, 

‘0 réywv cpa dpoovarov 7h Och BArAaopypel Gowparov ws cdma 
€xovra: Ort 6 Yids, duoovatos 7H ITarpi, 76 tiov exer Kal evw0els capki: 
Kal od 61d TO Opoovatos elvat Tad Oc@ wepeprorat Tod idiov oeparos, iva 
[L1) TO O@p.a Opoovarov voptoO7. 


1] Kal wadw 6 atvros- 


Arrodwwdptos Kal of odv €uol Tae Ppovotpev rept THs Oeias capkwdceus: 
odpka Omootatov TH jueTépa capki TooGeiAngev amo THs Mapias 6 tot 
Ocod lav Adyos, kal’ Evwow tiv mpds VedryTA, ex THS mpaTns [B] 
, al > fal / \ Ad »” / y AY 
ovAAnjibews THs év 7H Tapbéve, Kai ovtws dvOpwrros yéyovev: 67t aapé 
Kal veda €or 6 avOpwros Kata TOV AmdaToAov, Kal TOUTS €aTLY TO 
“vevéobat capka Tov Adyov, 70 évwOivat mpos cdpKa ws TO avOpabrevov 
fol ~ ‘ \e p ¢ col ” 4 t, \ 4, € \ 
nvebdpa. Kadetrar yap cal 6 kal’ yds avOpwaros adp&.‘O dé Kipios bzrép 
Has avOpwros- b16 Kal erroupavios, EVEKO, rob idiou ITvebpartos 


erroupaviov TvYXAVOVTOS, @ 70 “ppovnpa THs capKos” ovK dvreragaro. 


e 
A” 


Kal oUTwWS éAvero € ev Xprore H 7 dyapria, Kal i karehvOn 6 6 €x THS dpaprias 
Bavatos: Kal jets, weTexovtes TOD KaTopOwparos TiaTeEL, owloueba Kal 
OoLwoet TH mpos TOV Emroupaviov <e7roUpaviow yivopeba, dvTES XOLKOD 


1 10 8 1 Joanil.1 11 21 cf.Joan 1.14 24 Rom.8.6 f. 


1 10 Apollianarius Laodicenus, Syllogismi: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 112: ed 
H. Lietzmann, 233, 1 30-234, 1 10) 

11 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Professio Fidei cum Jovio Episcopo: fragmentum hic primon 
inventum (ed. H. Lietzmann, 262, 1. 4-263, 1. 14; 286, 1. 16-287, 1.9) 


V 1107 dvagy:dpavyAV Se: yap V 14 76 oda Spoovoror: fort. 7d oapart 
dpoovaros 
11 27 «émovpaviow supplevi 
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as God and not as our flesh, or that it has come down from heaven and was not 
taken up by him who is from heaven, saying that the divinity is passible, let him 
be anathema. 


10. Proof by Syllogisms 


If the Word is of the same substance as the body, he was not united to it; but he 
was united to the body; therefore he is not of the same substance as it is. 

If the body is of the same substance as the Word, it was not seen or touched— 
for both would be invisible and impalpable, if they are of one substance; but 
John says, “We have seen and touched him’; therefore the Spirit of the Lord and 
his body are not of one substance, but the invisible and impalpable was joined 
to the visible and palpable for the purpose of union; therefore in it he became 
visible and palpable. 

He who says the body is of the same substance as God blasphemes, by holding 
that the bodiless has a body, because the Son, who is of the same substance as 
the Father, retains what is proper to him even when united to the flesh; and he 
is not separated from his own body because he is of the same substance as God, 
so that the body need not be considered the same substance, 


11. And again the Same Author 


I, Apollinarius and those in my party think as follows about the divine 
incarnation: 

The living Word of God took from Mary flesh of the same substance as our 
flesh, in union with his divinity, from the beginning of his conception in the 
Virgin, and so became human; for a human being is flesh and spirit, according 
to the Apostle, and this is what it means that the Word became flesh, that it was 
united to flesh like the human spirit. For a man like us is called flesh; but the 
Lord is a man above us; therefore he is also heavenly, because of his own 
heavenly Spirit which belongs to him, to whom the thoughts of the flesh offered 
no opposition. And therefore sin was destroyed in Christ, and death that comes 
from sin was destroyed, too; and we, sharing in his right activity by faith, are 
saved and become heavenly by likeness with the heavenly man, though we 
come from an earthly 
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mar pos. Avdbepa our 6 a Aéyoov €k THs Mapios Thy odpKa, Kal Ths 
axtiorou pvcews A€ywr anray, Kat Spoovarov TH Oe dAAG Kal d > Aeyen 
[C]rav Dedry7a mabey, Kat e& avrhs Ta 7aOn TO. puyurd. 

Kai éya TdéBios ésisxomos dodoya tov Kiprov Inootv Xproror, é 
aidvos ev doapkov Ocdv Adyov, em’ éxydre Sé aidva odpa e€ dylas 
Hapévov évicavra Eau, elvat Oedv kal avo pwrov, va. Kal Tov adrév, 
brdéoracw piav odvberov Kai mpdowror Ev ddiaipEeTov, wearTEbov Oe@ Kai 
dvOpesrrous Kal ovuvaTTov Ta Sunpypeva Troujwara TD TeTONnKOTL, 
dpoovarov Oe@ Kara TH eK THS mar puKiis ovoias brdpxovcay aire 
Bedrara, Kat Spoobatov dvOparrous. KATE THY EK Tis dvOpwrivys picews 
Hvapernv avT@ odpKa, mpookvotzevov dé Kat dokalduevov wera THs 
iSias capKds, re Sv abriis hulv yeyovev Adtpwots x Davdrov Kat Kowwria, 
[D] mpéds rév dOdvarov. Akpws yap Wvwpery 7 oapé TH Adyw Kai wndémore 
avrov xwpilopern, ovK €aTty dvOpevrrov, ov Sovdow,. ov KTLOTOU Mpoowro 
aAN abrot Tov Oeod Aéyou, TOU Snroupyod, Tov duoovalou TH Oe@ kai 
[ody] dpoovoiou Th dowpdry ovola Tob appytov Tarpés: rods 8 Thy 
dxpws hvapevny adpea 7@ Adyw kat undérore adbtot ywpilopevny 
Aéyovras 7 Siddoxovras 6joovatov TH Oc, rovréatw TH dowpary obaig, 
rovrous ws “Sixooracias Kal oxavoada rapa TH biSaynv” THY €€ Apyts 
eu dbopev“rovobvras” Tats exKkAnaiass exndivoper, KATE THY droarohuuny 
mrapayyeNiar, Kat adAor pious Wyovpeba, dua. TO evavtioticbat 7H apxote 
mrapaddce: Kai TH exKAnotacTiKy eipyvy. 


[1953 A] 12 Odadevrivos Xprotiaves mpos TA KaKds Kal doeBas ~ 
Soypariabévra tro Tiyobéov kai TOv wer’ avtod Kat Tob ddacKddov: 
adrav, Tod doeBeararou ITodep lou, avréypaipa kai Tada: 


‘Ered Tyd8eos 6 Hohepiov Yevopevos mparos pabyris, é rods 
dvolas érreyetpas éavrov Kata THs éxKxAnoias Tob Xpuorod, Soypariver Be 
KATO wi dAnbeias THY do¢Bevav Tov dvdackdAov abrov IT. orepuionsd deppdvers ; 
Karnx@s Tov €raipov avtov Karagppovioy, ws adres ypaper tots Opeoppaoci. 
abrot ITapyyopiv, Obpaviey, Aveda pm, ToBig, Aéyar obrws: drt 


111 19 Rom.16.17 21 dAAozpious: cf. Joan. 10.5 


1 12 Valentinus Apollinaristes, conclusio Apologiae: hic primo inventum (ed. H. Lietamans, 
287, 1.10-291, 1.30) 


V 111 16 [ody] seclusit Torres; fort.legendum ot7ws — droodaros Lietzmann 
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- father. Therefore let him be accursed who does not say that the flesh is from 
_ Mary,and who says it belongs to uncreated nature and is of the same substance 
as God; but also he who says the divinity is passible, and that [Christ’s] mental 
sufferings are derived from it. 

_ And I, Bishop Jovius, confess that the Lord Jesus Christ is God the Word, 
- without flesh, from all eternity, and that at the end of the ages he united to 
- himself flesh from the holy Virgin; that he is God and man, one and the same, 
one compound hypostasis and one indivisible person which mediates between 
God and humanity and unites diverse creatures with the creator, of the same 
substance as God in the divinity which is his from the essence he received from 
- his Father; and of the same substance as humanity, in the flesh united to him 
from human nature; adored and glorified with his own flesh, because through 
it we have received redemption from death and a participation in immortality. 
‘The flesh which is literally united to the Word, and never separated from him, is 
not that of a man or a slave or a created person, but of God the Word himself, 
the creator, the one who is of the same substance as God and of the same 
substance as the incorporeal essence of the ineffable Father. Those who say or 
teach that the flesh, literally united to the Word and never separated from it, is 
of the same substance as God, that is, as the incorporeal essence, we avoid, 
according to the apostolic instruction, as creating division and scandal in the 
churches, against the teaching which we learned from the beginning, and we 
consider them as strangers, because they oppose the ancient tradition and the 
peace of the Church. 


12. ], Valentinus, a Christian, Have Written also the 
Following against the Evil and Impious Teachings of Timothy 
and his Party, and their Teacher, the Most Wicked Polemius 


Since Timothy, the first disciple of Polemius, aroused himself against the 
Church of Christ out of deep ignorance, and teaches against the truth the 
impious doctrine of his teacher Polemius, madly teaching his companion 
Cataphronius in the following way, as he writes to his like-minded friends 
Paregorius, Uranius, Diodorus, [and] Jovius: 
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‘ a ‘a ere 
[B] Th Evwoer TH TMpOS TOV Bedy Adyov Beoroyoupevy Kat T@ Oeg 
Opoovaros Sporoyoupern, 7 9 Tot Kupiov aapé Th ptaer Lever avOpeortoy 
Kal Hiv Suoovaros” “Kat TAAL eK mpoodsTrov TOU D xarnxnbevros d oT avrou 
Karappoviou Ayer ob tws- btu “TH évdoe: rabrov 7H Adyw tot Oeot 
¢ a 2 , \ e ; a N 3 ; ; 
dporoyetofar dapeirer, Kai ws Adyos OeodoyeioBar Kat ws Adyos: 
lal A 4 ~ “~ , y 
mpookuvetabar Kat ws Adyos dootawos TH Oe@ morevecPar”. Kai ere. 
> c toa : 
tovrou aceBéorepov, @ Tiodec, Ort THY OdpKa ny epopecev Hudv 6 Kuprog 
a 3 im - = ” e os 
Inoots Xpiards €x rHs dylas [lapbévov apavi Toteire, etrrep, ws duets 
? ¢ , n , ¢ e , t 
Aéyere, Ott “Qs Adyos Oeot duoovaros 4 aap, de As awrypias jets. 
erbyopev, Kal mLoTEvoEV OT. TH Adyw TOU Oeod ouumpooKuveirat Kai. 
a“ \ a ¢ ~ , \ a8 L 7 
ouvvbleodoyeira: Kat cvvdoEalerar Tob Kupiou aapé, nv €x ITapbévov 
2 a“ / : 
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“Called divine and confessed to be of the same substance as God in its union 
with God the Word, the flesh of the Lord remains naturally human, and of the 
same substance as us.” And again he speaks as follows, in the person of his pupil 
Cataphronius: “It is fitting to confess that [the flesh] is, in union, the same as the 
Word of God, and that it should be called by the divine title of the Word and 
adored as the Word and believed to be, as the Word, of the same substance as 
God. And it is still more impious than this, O Timothy, that you make the flesh 
which our Lord Jesus Christ took from the holy Virgin invisible, if, as you say, 
“as Word of God, the flesh is of the same substance [as God], through which we 
have obtained salvation, and we believe that the flesh of the Lord, which he took 
from the Virgin, is worshipped and called by divine titles and glorified along 
with the Word of God—flesh through which mediation ever goes on for us, 
since it is guided perpetually by the life-giving Word of God—and thus our 
Lord Jesus Christ is revealed to be one person, of flesh and the Word” 

The flesh is called by divine titles because of its union with God the Word, 
not because of its nature; so that in this union it is able to remain what it is, just 
as the Lord himself says that it is the Spirit which gives life to the flesh. For it is 
impossible that through the union the body should come to be of the same 
substance as the incorporeal God—which those who follow Timothy and 
Polemius and their comrades foolishly and impiously assert, loving to play 
tricks in their resourceful turns of language and wishing to give his body the 
impossible honor of being incorporeal. But to be glorified with the glory of the 
incorporeal God is both possible for it, and fitting for the divinity which bears 
it. Therefore he is worshipped by ail creation as creator and true, flesh-bearing 
Son of the Father, not as a God-bearing human being. 

What, then, is this great lack of education—or rather lack of faith—you all 
demonstrate, O Timothy: you and those with you, and your teacher Polemius, 
who say that the one body is of the same substance as, and also of another 
substance than, the divinity because of the union: the one body, unchangeable 
and changed—if, as you say, “As Word of God, the flesh is of the same substance 
[as God]”? You contradict yourselves and anathematize one another, and as the 
reveling drunkard does not know what he does or says, so you don’t know what 
you are saying or what doctrines you are so sure of, while this impious teaching, 
which you so often affirm, accuses you. Learn, then, faithless ones, that union is 
not consubstantiality; and if something is consubstantial, there is no union; 
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because nothing is united or joined to itself, but a thing is united or joined as 
one thing to another: which [here] is the Word of God, joining himself to flesh. 
And this is what the word of the divine evangelist means, “The Word became 
flesh and dwelt among us”: that the Word was united to living flesh. 

Furthermore, do you not know, faithless ones, that nature and essence are the 
same, especially in the case of God, the ineffable and incorporeal God, and in 
that of the eternal divinity of the sacred Trinity? The body which the Lord bore 
did not become eternal or incorporeal as a result of the union; therefore it was 
not of the same substance as the ineffable and incorporeal essence. The Lord is 
eternal, and even before [the existence of] his flesh is of the same substance as 
the Father; with the flesh, he is still of the same substance as the Father. The flesh 
was not of the same substance; for he put on a garment and robe, a veil for the 
hidden mystery, and wore it as something extra for man’s sake, and by means of 
it appeared to men; for otherwise we would not have been able to see God, 
except through the body. Again, the Lord is also of the same substance as we, in 
his flesh: not, however, in his divinity. The divinity does not come from a 
woman—far from it!—nor does the flesh come from above, nor is it eternal. 
Since you say this against the truth, in your lack of faith and reverence—cleverly 
teaching your own impiety, but unmasked by the truth as villains and faithless 
ones and liars—please take the trouble to realize that it was the union which 
gave glory to his nature. It did not make his body of the same substance as God, 
as you dare to say in your flights of fancy, falling away from the truth and 
insulting the gracious condescension of God the Word, his union with a body, 
which took place for our salvation—for you say [the body] was of the same 
substance as the impassible divinity because of the union, For he is beyond the 
reach of all impiety, even if you should wish to deceive yourselves ten thousand 
times, misinterpreting and playing fast and loose with the holy Scriptures and 
the books of our thrice blessed father and teacher Apollinarius. Your writings 
reveal this about you, the writings you composed to deceive and scandalize 
simple souls against your own leader, since you struggle against the truth and 
know that “it is hard for you to kick against the goad” (Acts 9.4), and you use a 
great deal of subterfuge. Just like the lawless Jews, you who are scandalized 
because of the flesh of the Savior, many as you are, will be counted for nothing 
because of your wickedness. 
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If you removed the flashy and faithless [covering] from your mind, you 
would know that God has appeared bodily, granting a share in his body to make 
possible a share in his divinity. For the body which was assumed from the holy 
Virgin does not bestow salvation simply of itself, but from the simultaneous 
presence of the Spirit—not so that the body should be disparaged, but so that 
the Spirit might be glorified the more. Do not, then, for the sake of deceiving the 
simple, attempt to adopt the arguments of our thrice-blessed father and teacher 
Apollinarius, in your writings, as part of your own shameful argument. For they 
were drawn up well and reverently by the holy, godly man; they express a 
relationship and honor, not nature—just what the word “homoousion” 
expresses, which you have faithlessly irreverently made part of your own 
presentation. Nature and essence, after all, are the same, as I have already said, 
and all those who acknowledge the true faith know this. 

But you, motivated from the start by diabolical spite and jealousy and envy 
against the holy bishops, and fighting an unholy struggle against the truth, and 
tearing apart the Church of Christ, have turned to such impiety, that you say 
that the passible body [of Christ] is of the same substance as the impassible 
divinity, because of the union—which is impossible and irreverent—and say 
that his body, which is of the same substance as human beings, is also the same 
as God. And how shall they “look upon him whom they have pierced”? For if 
the visible body is of the same substance as the invisible divinity, as you say, 
both will then be invisible, according to the text, “No one has ever looked upon 
God, nor can one see him.” Our Lord Jesus Christ, however, invisible in the 
divinity which is eternally his from the Father, is visible in the flesh which he 
took from the Virgin. Put both together in the one person, and the truth will not 
be harmed: Christ will not be two persons, nor will the flesh which is guided by 
God the Word be [thought to be] of the same substance as God. 

Those of us, then, who professes this unadulterated, true and apostolic faith, 
let us not accept the “profane and empty words” of the party of Timothy and 
Polemius and their comrades, as the Apostle warns us. And let us keep this in 
mind, as again was said by him: “Reject the heretic after the first and second 
warning, knowing that such a one is perverse and sins 
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by his own self-condemnation.” Those associated with Timothy and Polemius 
are not only revealed as heretics, but also as swindlers; for our thrice-blessed 
teacher Apollinarius called, in writing, blasphemers and madmen those who 
said the body of the Lord was the same substance as the divinity. And the 
blessed Athanasius, our holy bishop, said that those who dared say the body 
taken from Mary was the same substance as the divinity were like apparitions 
from Hell. Timothy and his teacher Polemius and their colleagues were quite 
unaware that since the person of God the Word, and the flesh which came to 
being by [the action of] God the Word, are one, adoration belongs to God made 
flesh, not to flesh. The Word is not adored because of the flesh, but the flesh is 
adored along with the Word as his garment or robe, as I said. Those, therefore, 
who do not submit to this rule [of orthodoxy], and to this true and apostolic 
and genuine faith, let them remain anathema. “Look to the dogs, look to the 
workers of evil, look to the circumcision; for we are the circumcision, who 
worship the Spirit of God and boast in Christ Jesus, and who put no trust in the 
flesh?” 


II. BY TIMOTHY THE APOLLINARIAN, BISHOP 
OF BERYTUS: TO HOMONIUS, A BISHOP AND 
HIMSELF AN APOLLINARIAN, IN WHICH THERE 
ARE EXCERPTS FROM APOLLINARIUS 


Brother Agapius came to us, and hearing something of the book we put together 
about the divine incarnation of the Word, from various works of our thrice- 
blessed teacher bishop Apollinarius, he asked us to excerpt part of it and write 
it out especially for him, in our own hand, for your encouragement. We did this, 
taking the following passage from the epistle written to Sarapion: 


1. You yourself put it well: we and Christ are not equal. But to say that his flesh 
is not of the same substance as we are, because it is God's flesh, demands a few 
further distinctions. For it is better to say that he took flesh that was the same as 
we are in nature, but that he showed it to be divine by union; you say this too, 
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a ‘ lel 3 e , ¢ Cal 3 4 lel ‘ > ? A lel 
OTL KATA TOUTO OVY 6poovaLos HIV, e7r€Ld7) Oeod adapt, GAN’ ovTw GAAov 
[C]dinpOpwpdvws av Aéyorro- pice: wev 6woovaror Hiv elvat THY GdpKa, 
évidoer O€ Deiav, kal da THs Evwaews €xovaav 70 Sudpopov. 
cod ‘ / c 4 > 4 © 2 ‘ \ id lal 
Tadra dé deEdpevos 6 mpoeipypevos adeApos Kai €AQwy mpos budas, 
> / c A y, , ‘ ¢ / / G / / 

5 erdderEev tyuiv. Anrep Oeaoduevos ov, 6 Kipios ov ‘Opovios, ypaibas 
érédwkas alT@ miTTaKiov Trepiexov ovTws: “Eyw ‘Opdvios éemiakotos 
ec a © ¢ , a lel tA 3 , v 4 cal e 4 
dpodoy@ O71 6 Adyos Tov Oeod cdpka éx Mapias.€AaBev jtv 6oovorov- 
el O€ Tis Aeyou THY Od.pKa THY EevwHetaav TA Kupiw, Kal ofov Sore Adyov, 
dpoovatov T@ Oca, avableparilouer.” 

10 ©“Emelodvriv pev pvaw Tis capkos KaADs WwodAdyyoas, Huty opLoovcLov 
abr vid pyeww eizrav, rHv dé Tpos TOV capKwhévra Adyov aKpay Evwoww 
avris aveleudrioas, Kata undéva Adyov avvovoidobat aitny tH [D] 
Oedryri ypaibas aAN’ Evwow povov d6voudoas, Toravryv 6 evworr, ola Kal 
avOpwrou yéevorr’ av ayiov mpos Tov Oedv, ovK eis piav CwHv TE Kal 

- il , 

15 brdaTaciw cuvarrouevou, aA év xwpioud THs Oeias picews 
fewpoupéevouv—Kairor TO0 paxapiou émuoKdmov «Kab didacKdAou Hudv 
AroAwapiov e<izovros év diapdpots Adyots emiKowvwretv THY GapKa TOD 
Kupiov tots rob Adyou dvopaci te Kal idiauaowv, wévovoav Kal ev TF 
ever capa, 7) weTaBadAomwevynv nde EEcarapevyny THs dias picews, 

20 Kal rov Adyov émikowvwreiv Tols THs GapKos dvomaal Te Kal ididpaat, 
uevovta Kal év TH capkdoe. Adyov Kal Oedr, x) TparévTa pnde 
petameodvTa eis THY Owpatos piaw—KaTakiwoov SynAdcar Tuiv 
moTepov ayvow@y ta [961 Aleipnucva mepl ris dylas Kal owryplov 
capkwoews tod Adyou mapa tot Xpioropdpov matpos Hudv, 

25 avefeudricas TadTa, 7 emLaTapEvos eV, Ws 7) KAADS Se eipnwéeva Kat 

> \3 / Ve a ‘ / / € uv / 
aura e€éBaXes, kalnuas Kara TOTov b1eBares ws aipeo.y mapade~apevous, 
Kai TOV KHnpUKA THS EvaEPElas Ody avTH aveHeuarioas TH EvoEBeia. 
” \ > a / © 2 3 \ «ye, > tJ a / cal 
2*Egy yap ev TA ASyw, 0b 4 apy} “ Ayrov €€ dpyis <yevvnua Kadrds 
dpodoyeirat KaTA TO Cua 6 Xpioros,’ oUTWS TWS 

30 Kal ovK €or idiws Kricnwa Td COma <imeiv, axwprorov dv exeivou 
TavTws ob C@pd eoriv, aAAa THs TOU aKTiaTOU KeKOLVMVYKEY ErwVUpias 
Kal THs TOD Oeod KAncEws, OTL Mpos EvoTnTA Oe@ ouvirrat. 


2 3 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Julius), De Unione 2 (ed, Lietzmann 186; ll. 2-6) 


V I 16 «Kat addidi 

2 28 «yévvyua supplevi ex Apoll. 29 post dpodoyeirar add. «ai Apoll. Xproros: 
Kupos Apoll. 30-3 éxeivov...€07lvom.Apoll.cod.B.M.Syr.Add, 14604 31 mav7os 
Apoll. codd. NR 
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in saying that in this respect it is not of the same substance as we are, because it 
is God's flesh; but one could say it more articulately thus: the flesh is of the same 
substance as we are naturally, but in union is divine, and through the union it 
retains the difference. 

When the above-mentioned brother received this, he went and showed it to 
you; when you saw it, my lord Homonius, you gave him a writing-tablet, on 
which you had written as follows: “I, Bishop Homonius, confess that the Word 
of God took from Mary flesh of the same substance as us. And if anyone says 
the flesh united to the Lord, in any way at all, is of the same substance as God, 
we anathematize him,” 

If, then, you have confessed rightly about the nature of the flesh, saying that 
it is of the same substance as we are, but you then anathematize the supreme 
union of it with the Word made flesh, writing that it is in no way made one 
substance with the divinity, but you call it only a union—such a union as would 
take place between a holy man and God, nota person joined [to God] in one life 
and hypostasis, but understood in separation from the divine nature; {and if 
you hold this,] even though the blessed bishop, our teacher Apollinarius, says in 
various works that the flesh of the Lord shares in the names and characteristics 
of the Word, while remaining flesh even in the union, and not transformed or 
made to depart from its own nature, and [says that] the Word shares in the 
names and characteristics of the flesh, remaining Word and God even in his 
enfleshment, not changed or falling into bodily nature; then please be good 
enough to explain to us whether it is in ignorance of what our Christ-bearing 
father has said about the divine and saving incarnation of the Word that you 
anathematize these opinions, or whether you know what he said, but reject 
both them, as not well said, and us also, on the spot, as being receivers of heresy, 
and whether you anathematize the herald of piety along with piety itself. 

2. For he said this, in the book which begins, “Christ is rightly confessed to be 
a holy offspring from the beginning, as regards his body”: 

It is also wrong to say the body is a creature by itself, since it is surely 
inseparable from him whose body it is, and also shares in the titles of the 
uncreated and in language about God, because it is joined to God to form a 
union, 
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3 Kal wel €repa: 

Otrw Kal Oc spooto.os Kata 7d IIvetpa 7d ddparov, 
ovprreptAauBavouerns [B]7@ ovopari Kal THs GapKos, OTL mpos TOV Ody 
Opoovatovnvwrat-Kaimadwavbpwrrotsdmoovatos,cupTrepiAauPavomerns 
Kal THS OedTyTOs TH owpati, OTL Mpds TO Hiv Gpoovaroy HYWO, ovK 
aAAarronerns THs TOO owparos Picews €v TH mpds Dedv dpoovoiw 
evo Kal TH Kowwwvia Tod “opoovciou” dvouatos—dorep ovde Tis 
fedrytos HAAaKTat pvots ev TH KOWWWVia TOD avOpwreiov Gwpatos Kal 
Th dvopacia THs Huty ojoovaiov GapKes. 

4 Kai radw év érépw Adye, ob 7 apn, “Xap§ kal 7d capkos yyejoveKov 
€v mpdowrror, Tad pyolv. 

[C] Avayaptynros obv 6 Kipios Inoots Xpioros, ws Oeds—Kal pera 
THS CapKos—omoovotos TH pdvw Oe@, mpoaiwvios Sypsovpyos- 7H de 
cap, Ws Oeod adpé, Oeds, ws doovaros TH Oecd, wepos yvwpevov avTa, 
dpoovarov TH Oe, od Kexwpiopevov- ode yap Keywpropevws ovde 
Kivetrat idvalovTws, Womep avOpwros Cov abrevepynrov. ‘O ev yap 
Ocos, Kowwvia THs GapKos, 6 un Dv Kal’ éavrov avOpwros: 7 Se oapé, 
Kowvwvia TOD Oeod, 7) 1.7) obca Kal’ EauTHy Ocds. Kaira wev capil émopeva 
Tavera, €vdTnTt capkos, axel 6 Ocds- ra. be Oeod (dia, 77} mpos Oedv Evaoet, 
mpocAapBaver 4 odpé. 


2 3 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Julius), ibid. 8 (ed. H. Lietzmann, 188, I]. 9-18). Cf. etiam: 
Tim Ael., Ref. Conc. Chalc., Test. 314 (187, ll. 11-21; ut Julii); Sev. Ant., Ep. IT ad Serg. (131, L 
22-132, 1.1; tr. 99, IL 15-24; ut Julii); Tim, Ael., Ref Conc. Chalc., Test. 13 (10, Il. 6-15; 1; ut Julii); 
Ep. de Isaia (191, ll. 12-18; tr. 132, Il. 24-30; 1; ut Julii); Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram, III, 6 (72, Il. 1-11; tr. 
50, L 30-51, 1. 4; 1; ut Julii); Antijul. 1 (75, IL 11-19; tr. 57, I. 19-28; 7; ut Julii) 

4 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Sermo (?): fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 153: 
Lietzmann 248, ll. 15-27) 


V 233 cuprapadapBavouervys V; txt. Apoll. @e@ Sev. Ant. 3-4 Ocov 
Spoovotov; suoovaiov ta TTarpi Adyov Apoll, codd. VNR, B.M. Syr Add. 
14597 auprreptAay,Bavopevors Apoll, cod. N 5 ow@pari: dvouare Tim, Ael., Ep. de 
Isaia 6 éAarropevyns Apoll. cod. V, Vat. Gr 1431; évaAAarropevys Apoll. codd. 
NR  @edv dpoovoiw: Ged swoovcioy Apoll. cod. B.M, Syr. Add. 14597, Sev, Ant; Qedy 
6400%0v0v Apoll. codd. B.M. Syr. Add, 14604, 12156; Oe@ duoovaltw Vat. Gr. 1431 7 ante 
dpoovatov add. iv Sev. Ant. ante ris add, % Apoll. 8 avOpwarivov 


Apoll, 9 %piv om. Apoll. codd. VNR, B.M. Syr. Add, 14597 
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3. Anda little further on: 

So he is of the same substance as God by the invisible Spirit; and his flesh has 
been put on along with his name, because it is united to one who is of the same 
substance as God, Once again, he is of the same substance as human beings, and 
divinity has also been put on along with his body, because it [divinity] was 
united to what is of the same substance as we are. The nature of the body did not 
change in its consubstantial union with God and in sharing the name 
“consubstantial”—just as the nature of divinity was not changed in sharing the 
human body, and in being called flesh that is substantially the same as ours. 

4, And again in another book, which begins, “Flesh and that which guides 
flesh are one person,’ he says the following: 

The Lord Jesus Christ, then, is sinless, being God—even with the flesh—of 
the same substance as the only God, creator before all ages; and the flesh, as 
God's flesh, is God, being of the same substance as God, a part united to him, a 
part of the same substance as God, not separated; for it does not move separately 
or on its own, in the way that a human being is a self-moving animal. For God, 
by sharing in flesh, is the man he would not be on his own; and the flesh, by 
sharing in God, is the God it would not be on its own. And God has all the 
consequences of flesh by being united with flesh; while the flesh receives in 
addition the characteristics of God, in its union with God. 
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5 [ld Aw ev érépw Adyw ervyeypaypevy, “Mapias éyKwptov, Kal wept 
4 »_ & ‘ 
capKkwoews; olTrw pyaly: 

[D] Metlov 75y Opa To odma Sia Tov ovyxpabevra- peilov od Tod 
éavrov Adyw owparos wdvou, dAAG Kal TOV mupivwr «Kab TAY ayyeAKair: 
mpos ovdev yap exeivwv ovyKexpatat 6 Oeds, obb€ CwomoLdv KdopoU TOY 
owpdatwv exeivwr ovdev: ovK eEvaovTas mpds Oedv THV ayyéAwy ovdels, 
ws 6 KeKpapevos Ex OWpaTos Kal DedTyTOS EavToV e£.col TH Oecd, Aéywv: 
“Qs 6 Tari p exer Cujy év €auT@, ob tws CdwKev Kal T@ Vid Cwmy exer ev 
éauT@.” 

6 Kat we? erepa mdAw- 

[1964 A] Kat év éavr@ pev evepyodv eidws 76 Iveta tovadrnv 
évepyetav ola Kai xwpiabein av, Petov HyH cavTor, ws Kal dO TOU GOU 
Xpwrds amopepopevov Upacpa Sbvacbai vocous idabat; To dé dyxwpiatws 
Oc cvvapbev, Kai tadrov éxeivw did THY Evwow Tv odvo.wdn 
yevouevov—"'O Adyos” yap, pyat, “odpé éyévero”—rovTo ov Deiov ovde 
Oecov brretAngas; 

7 HddAw év érépw Adyev, 08 7 apx7), “Ody 50v7) kpeopayias rapa Oecd,” 
pnatv ovrws: 

Od pv bri TO cuvappdrepov €€ odpavod, AN’ jrapéevov TO odpaviw 
Kal Tpoowr7rov EV WET AUTOD YEyovds, OUpaVvLioV KATA TIY EvwoLY EaTLY, Kal 
Ws ovpdviov mpooKuvetrat TH TOU oOvpaviov Oeod mpooKuvijcet, KaL Ws 
odpaviov ober 7H Tou ovpaviou duvdpet. 

8 Kal éx ris mpos Avovtavov emia onijs, Fis) apy7), “Epot [B] kai piAias 
v7dbeacts 7) 7 eva¢Beta,” per ddiya pyolv ods: 

“Oru b€ jutv ovdels erayev dUvarat TabTa «Tw Kata Tw Aeyoueva, 


5 8-9 Joan. 5.26 6 15 Joan, 1.14 


2 5 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Laudatio Mariae, et de Incarnatione: fragmentum hic primo 
inventum (= frag. 11: Lietzmann 207, ll. 19-29) 

6 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid.; fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 12: Lietzmann 208, 
IL 1-8) 

7 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Sermo (?): fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag, 154: Lietzmann 
248, IL 28-34) 

8 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Epist.ad Dionysium: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 164, 
I.4-9: Lietzmann 262,1.11-16).  Cf.etiam: Valent. Apoll., Apol., Test. 5 (supra, p. 528, ll. 16-19) 


V 254 «al addidi 5 ovde: obdev V 
7 20 yeyovads V; corr. Mai 
8 25 «ra addidi sec. Valent. 
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5. Again, in another work entitled, “In praise of Mary, and on the Incarnation,” 
he says this: 

He sees the body as greater, because of him who was united with it: greater, I 
say, not only than his own body, but greater than the fiery and the angelic spirits. 
For God was not united with any of them, nor was any of their bodies able to 
give life to the world; none of the angels is an equal of God, in the way that he 
who is compounded of body and divinity makes himself equal to God when he 
says: “As the Father has life in himself, so he gave the Son also the power to have 
life in himself? 

6, And again, further on: 

And when you realize that the Spirit is working in you, with a kind of activity 
that can be taken away again, do you consider yourself divine, so that the robe 
around your flesh can heal the sick? Do you not, then, consider that body to be 
divine, even to be God, which is inseparably joined to God and has become one 
with him through substantial union—for he says, “The Word became flesh”? 

7. Again in another work, which begins: “There is no pleasure in eating meat 
with God, he speaks this way: 

Not because both are from heaven, but because it is united with the heavenly 
one and has become one person with him, is [the body] heavenly by union; it is 
worshipped as heavenly, with the worship we direct towards the God of heaven, 
and saves as a heavenly being, with the power of one from heaven. 

8. And from the letter to Dionysius, which begins, “To me piety is also a basis 
for friendship;” he says, after a short while, the following: 

And that no one can charge us with these things that are said against some, 
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~ , bd a e 34 i ” \ td ~ fal 3 
d7jAov €atTi €€ dv aet yeypapaper, ovTe THV GapKa ToU Lwripos €& 
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Ocds, Oeov b€ Ka’ daov ets Ev tpdawmov Yrwrat <TH OedryT4. 


9 IIdAw év érépw Adyw, 06 7 apy, “Aoédlouev mpemdvtws Tov Kupiov - 


near Tnootv Xpiotov, pnotv ovrws epi 76 TéAos- 

Zav 5é€ Xpiotés oa Yedrvovv cat mvedpa év capki Geixor, vots 
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évidpvovoa [C]bedrnra, Geédros aiwviov Cwis, dpynyos aplapolas 
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10 IIddw év érépw Adyw ouddoyoTiK@, ovyKeevm eis Tov 
evayyeAoriy Twaveny, ob 4 apyy, “dia rob Adyou ra mavra éyévero, 
KATA TOV EvayyEeNaTyY, PHOlY oUTWS: 

TT&s 0b Oeds dAnOivos 6 A€yav, “Tooodrov xpovov wel? tuady eit kal 
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avO pam év roaotTw xpdvy dnray, kal Tov avOpwrrov Oedv amrobetkvds, 
ware odK algyuvTéov SootaLoy TH Oe@ Tov ToLovTov avOpwrov A€yery, 
Gedrytos cider 7H TaTpiK@ yvwpilopevor, Ws 7 VAN TA@ obuary 

[D] 11 Tadw év r@ €€fs pyoww ovrws: 

Oire obv 76 Deixov [avOpeaimivor] rove? TH Starpécer TH} KATA TO GAA, 
70 ev iadtyTETH mpos TOV Oedv mounTiKH Kal avavewriKh, ddvvaTor elvat 
érépav pvaw, 76 avOpamivov, Tob Xprorob KATA TO TMG, (Kab ev TH Wpos 
Ocov iodryri, mepropilecbat avOpw7rov Trepiopiape, ws avOpwrrov oda 
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9 7-8 1 Cor.2.16 10 14-15 Joan. 14.9 


2 9 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Sermo (?): fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
155: Lietzmann 2439, Il. 1-8) 

10 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Opus Syllogisticum in Joannem: fragmentum hic primo inventum 
(= frag, 114: Lietzmann 234, Il. 21-9) 

11 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 115: Lietzmann 
234, 130-235, 1.5) 


V 2 81 ypdqopev V; correxi sec. Valent. 2 post Ge@ add. tiv cdpra Valent. 
doov: 6 Valent. 3 «rfp addidi sec. Valent. 

10 rot uédAovros aidvos rarhp om, Torres 

11 20 {dv@pamivov] seclusi 
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is clear from what we have always written, saying that the flesh of the Savior is 
not from heaven; nor is it the same substance as God, insofar as it is flesh and 
not God. [It is] God only insofar as it is united with the divinity to form one 
person. 

9. Again in another work, which begins, “Let us fittingly glorify our Lord 
Jesus Christ,’ he speaks near the end as follows: 

The living Christ is a body full of God’s spirit and a divine spirit in flesh, a 
heavenly mind in whom we pray to share (as in “We have the mind of Christ”): 
holy flesh organically joined to the divinity and establishing the divinity of 
those who share in it; the foundation of eternal life; the initiator of incorruption 
for humanity; the creator of eternal creation; the father of the coming age. 

10. Again in another work, a syllogistic treatise composed on the Evangelist 
John, which begins, “Through the Word all things came to be, according to the 
Evangelist,’ he says this: 

How is he not true God, who says, “Have I been with you so long a time, 
Philip, and you do not know me?”—indicating his presence as man among men 
for such a time, and revealing that the man is God, so that one should not be 
ashamed to say that such a man is of the same substance as God, recognized by 
the form of his Father’s divinity, just as matter [is recognized] in the body? 

11. Again in what follows he says this: 

The divine reality, in its distinction with regard to his body—that element 
which is equal to God in power to create and to renew—does not make it 
impossible that another nature of Christ, the human, recognized in his body, 
should, even in his equality to God, be defined by the definition of man, as the 
body of a man and not of God. 
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12 Kai wéAwv év érépw Adyw avdAdoyroTiK@, od 7 apy, “To duapopov 
/ eo ¥ 
exov Conv, dudpopov evepyerav,” pnoty ovTws: 
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dpuoiws TH Cworroioupevw, ody dpoovc.ov atr@."H yap av hv obpa 
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lal fol ce \ \ A A cal > 
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14’Errevta pera Bpaxyéa pyolv ovrws: 

<OtKm 75n apioratat 76 oda Tod mAacTOv elvat, Kal €v LoppH SovAov, 
GAAd SeddEaoTaL TH Mpos AKTiaTOV éEvwoer PuatKh, Kal KAT’ aUTHY THY 
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” \ \ A aw »” / 3 / ‘ > \ “a 
Ov kara THY TOU Ocod Evworr, aktioTov €otw 7H Oeds. Kal [Clémevdy rod 
Tlarpos odx dv yévoito cHpa—ov yap cwuarodrat larip—Kara Todro 
ovK ayévyntov pybein more: ovTEe idia pice: ayévynTov, Womep ode 
yevvyntov Ocot, ove Evboer ayévvnTtov yevouevov. Womep Yids Kal 
yevvnua TH mpos Tov yevvyTov Yiov évwaer puorky Te Kal €€ Gpyis. 


12 9 (oda Gavarov) Rom. 7.24 


2 12 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Opus Syllogisticum (2): fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
116: Lietzmann 235, Il. 6-17) 

13 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Ad Flavianum: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
147: Lietzmann 246, I]. 20-8) 

14 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid.; fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 148; Lietzmann 


246, 1.29-247, 1.10) 
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12, And again in another syllogistic work, which begins, “Having a different 
life, a different activity,’ he says this: 

His flesh gives us life through the divinity which is united substantially with 
it; and what gives life is divine. It is divine flesh, then, because it is joined to God. 
And it saves, while we also are saved by sharing in it as in food. Now what 
nourishes, being active in that which is nourished, is <not> the same substance 
as it is, and is not itself nourished. Similarly, if it gives life, it does not receive life 
like what is vivified, nor is it of the same substance, Otherwise, after all, it would 
be a “body of death” like ours, in need of vivification; but Christ's body is not a 
“body of death” but of life. Therefore the divine is not of the same substance as 
the human. 

13. And in the work addressed to Flavian, which begins, “Even now, Christ 
is still scourged by worthless men,’ after many other things, he says: 

Much more, in the mixture of the incorporeal with a body, the characteristics 
of the nature of what is united remain. For the body is body and the incorporeal 
is incorporeal. And by a most perfect union, God is said to be embodied, and 
the body divinized; and in that the embodied God is a man, he is both; and in 
that the divinized body is God, it is, again, both. 

14. Again, a little further on, he says this: 

The body has <not> already ceased from being a creature and having the 
form of a servant, but it has been glorified by its natural union with the 
uncreated, even in the moment of its conception by the Virgin. In this it did not 
change from being something formed into being uncreated, but it was united 
with the uncreated; and being God by union with God, it is uncreated insofar 
as it is God. And since it did not become the Father’s body—for the Father did 
not become corporeal—therefore it is never called unbegotten: it is neither 
unbegotten in its own nature, just as it is not begotten of God, nor has it become 
unbegotten by union. As Son, it is begotten [of God], through union with the 
Son who is begotten by natural union and from the beginning. 
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15 Kal év r@ mpos Atddwpov Adyw 7 mpwtw, weTa Tov Trept Tprados 
/ > / ’ NA 
Adyov, €v Kepadaig 18’, oUTwWSs pyoly: 

To é€aipetov jv Kal 76 Oavpdarov Kai To eis Gra, od ex SevTépov 
VivomEvov, 7) pos odpKa evwors Oeod, Hv ovdapds 7 07) Puy TApadexeTat, 
ovde TOY Ge TpoayovTwy eis THs ao€Beay Ta’THY Kal THY «TOD 
> 7 3 / ‘ / \ v LA ‘ / 
avrixplorou amoriav. Kai dvarrailers trv axpav evwow, [D] Kal A€yers 

3 / / 4 ~ ~ ‘ 1m ~ ‘ 2A uv > 4 
ovKeTt wéeverv Ta Lota TOD Oeod Kal Ta dia THs GapKos, €av Evwats H, GAAd 
AveoPar THv akpav evwow Aavid, ay kata odpKa THY aKpav Evwouy 
duodoyobpev TH ex Aavid. 

16 Kaiévt@ xl’ Kepadaiw pyoiv- 

Ayavaxreis yobv ort xapiT. TH TOU Oeod mpocerAnpévat Tv GDavaciav 

Ns / \Q» > / an \ Fane 3 tal 
70 “€x om€éppatos Aavid” od mpocreneda. Kav tiv aitiav épwrnbdper, 
Aéyoper- dia THY axpav Evwarr. 

17 IldAw év 7@ €a' kepadaiw: 

Kal ovdx aicxytverat tow pv ri adriy Aéywr, yéeveow be diapopov— 
uudravov ov Kal mepitrov THY ex TTapbévov yérvyaw eiodyeaOan, ef uy) Kal TO 
yevvarevov erag.ov €ln THs yevrvnoews GAAd Tavbrov Tots e€ avdpos Kal 
yuvaiKos yevvwpevois—yAevalwv THv axpav evwow ws [1968 A]axpav 
acéBerav, Av al Petar capds eiodyovow papal, ovre 7d avOpurmuvov 
dvaipeTiKov Tod Ocod Tovovaat,oUTETA Deik@ 70 av permwov ava peTrovaa. 

\ > n ‘ / \ 3 \ / > 7 J A 

18 Kai év 7@ B' Adyw mpos adrov Avddwpor, év Kepadaiw KB', ovTws 

gyal. 
aA col a fol > 

Kal éve.d) mapaxanreis iuds droxpivacbat ras omépwa Tov david 76 
ex Tis Jeixijs odcias, dkove OTL KaTa GapKwow.1as TO KTLOTOV GKTLOTOV; 
‘Qs évwhev tO axriorw. ITs Snprovpyos tris Knricews 6 Kapros THs 
AaBiéd corAias; Qs Evw bev 7H Synprovpy@.I1ds 76 e€ ABpad po ABpadp; 
‘Qs Evwbev TO po ABpadp. 


15 8-9 (kara adpKa ... david) Rom. 1.3 
16 12 (x omépparos Javid) Rom. 1.3;2 Tim.2.8 
18 23 (omépya rod Aavid) Rom. 1.3;2 Tim. 2.8 26 (apo ABpadp) cf. Joan. 8.58 


2 15 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Contra Diodorum I, 14: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= 
frag, 140; Lietzmann 241, ll. 3-13) 16 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid, 27: fragmentum hic 
primo inventum (= frag, 141: Lietzmann 241, IL 14-17) 17 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid. 
61: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 142; Lietzmann 41, Il. 18-26) 18 Apollinarius 
Laodicenus, ibid. II, 22: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 143: Lietzmann 241, Il. 27-34) 


V 2 15 5-6 «rod aytiyptotou: dvtixpiotov V 7 pever V 9 david om. 
Torres 
17 15 yéveouy: fort. yevvyow 
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15. And in the first book against Diodore, after the section on the Trinity, in 
chapter 14, he says: 

What was outstanding and wonderful and unique, what has not happened a 
second time, was the union of God to flesh. Your soul can never accept this, nor 
can the souls of those who led you to this impiety and lack of faith proper to 
Antichrist. You make sport of the supreme union, and say that the characteristics 
of God and the characteristics of the flesh no longer remain if there is union, 
but rather that David destroys the supreme union, if we confess the supreme 
union in the flesh taken from David. 

16. And in the twenty-seventh chapter he says: 

You are annoyed, it seems, because we do not accept the idea that he who was 
of David's seed received immortality by God’s grace. And if we are asked for the 
reason, we say: because of the supreme union. 

17, Again in the sixty-first chapter: 

And he is not ashamed to say the nature is the same, but the generation is 
different—even though it is silly and superfluous to introduce [the idea of] 
virginal conception, if that which is begotten is not worthy of such a begetting, 
butis the same as those begotten of man and woman—and to jest at the supreme 
union as being the supreme impiety, although the holy Scriptures clearly 
indicate it: they neither suggest that the human destroys God, nor do they 
overturn the human by the divine. 

18. And in the second book against the same Diodore, in chapter 22, he says 
this: 

And since you ask us to answer how that which is of the divine essence is the 
seed of David, hear that it happened by incarnation. How is the created 
uncreated? By being united to the uncreated. How is the fruit of David’s womb 
creator of the world? By being united to the creator. How is he who comes from 
Abraham before Abraham? By being united to him who is before Abraham. 
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[B] 19 Kaiév 7a As’ xepadaiw rot airot Adyou. 

AAG tabra pdvapdr, AeyéTw THs TH OCG kal EvdryTa mpoacwrov 
ouvagberv obvi Geds adv adT@. Tabs 70 7Q axtiorw Kal évotyta Cwrikny 
évbev obk AKTLOTOV Ov abTO; Hi yap ob Koiv7) 7 erwvujtia, oddev OUTWS 
€oTat TO OUyKEKpapevor: TaVvTWY 0 GAoywTATOY, Ei TOLS LEV TOD OW LATOS 
<ovépaci dvopacwpev TO do@paror, Aéyortes capKa yeyevnobar Tov 
Aédyov, T@ 5€ rot dowparov fj TpooayopevowpEY TO COMPA KaTa THV 
evwaw pevrot THY mpos exetvo. Kai ef Oavpale: wHs TO KTvoTOv Eis THY 
Tob axtioTov mpoonyopiay évotrat, ToAA@ paAdov Erepos Pavpdoer 
dixaiws THs TO AKTLOTOV TH TPOOHyopla THs KTLOTHS GApKOS THywrat. 

[C] 20 Kai év 77 dvaxepadarmcer Tov adrot Adyou pyoiv- 

Ei 6 Adyos cap€ dvdpacrar did tHv evwory, emerar Kal THY capKa 
Aédyov dvonaleobat did TH Evworv ws dé Adyos, ob7w Kal axTLOTOS— 
ovy OTt 7) ExTiatat, GAN dt. Adyos éx Tis Evrwoews arre—avln. 

21 TidAuw €&fs obras pyaiv. 

‘Qs a&vOpwrroe rots dAdyous Cdots duootarot Kata TO cpa TO GAoyov, 
Erepoovoror b€ Kal’ 6 AoyiKol, OUTW Kal 6 Kiptos, avOpwrrots dpoovotos 
Ov KaTa THY odpKa, Erepoovatds eoriv Kal’ 6 Adyos kal Beds. 

{D] 22 Kat év cvAAoytotixd Adya, ob 7} apyy, “Oca Sto dvra évotrat 7 
etder 7) Opovoia, Sv0 péver” pyaty Ta8e- 

“Opyavoy kai 76 Kivoby play mépuKev arroteX ety evépyerav- ob be 


2 19 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid. 36: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 144: 
Lietzmann 242, Il. 1-12) 

20 Apoilinarius Laodicenus, ibid. summarium: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
145: Lietzmann 242, Il, 13-17) 

21 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid. fragmentum primo apud Theodoretum, Fran. II, Test. 97 
(184,11 19-21) inventum (= frag. 146: Lietzmann 242,11. 18-22; frag.126: Lietzmann 238, ll. 8-12) 

22 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Opus Syllogisticum contra Diodorum ad Heracleum: fragmentum 
hic primo inventum (= frag. 117, ll. 3-5: Lietazmann 235, |. 26-236, 1. 2). Cf. etiam: Justn., Ctr. 
Mon., Test. 62 (17, ll. 9-11); Syn Lat. (320, I. 37-8; cf. 436, Test. 78-9, 1. 195: cit. ab Anastasio 
Antiocheno); Doctr. Patr. 12, XX (77, ll. 11-14); Conc. Const. III, 10 (449 D13-E3; 7); huius textus 
etiam mentionem fecit Ambrosius, De Incarnationis Domini Sacramento 6, 51 (CSEL 79, 250, 
Il. 50-1) 


V 2 19 6 <ovdpacim add.  Lietzmann 7 mpocayopedoouev V, corr. Mai 
8 éxeivy V* 

21 16 ws om. Thdt. 17 xdptos: Oeds Thdt. (txt. cod. J) 18 @eds: &vOpwros 
Thdt. cod. V 


22 21 ante évépyevav add. r}p Justn., Syn. Lat, Conc. Const. HI, Doctr. Patr. of: ei Justn., 
Conc. Const. IT]; dv Syn. Lat, Doctr: Pat. (& cod. E) 
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19, And in the thirty-sixth chapter of the same book: 

But let the one who talks such nonsense explain how what is united in a unity 
of person with God is not God along with him. How is what is united to the 
uncreated in a living union not uncreated along with him? If the names they are 
called are not shared, that which is combined will amount to nothing, and it 
would be most illogical of all, if we call what is incorporeal by the names of a 
body, saying that the Word became flesh, but do not call the body by the name 
of the incorporeal—though [only] because of its union with it. And if he 
wonders how the created is united in name with the uncreated, much more 
justly will someone else wonder how the uncreated shares in the name of 
created flesh. 

20. And in the summary of the same book he says: 

If the Word is called flesh because of the union, it follows that the flesh will 
be called Word because of the union; like the Word, it is also [called] uncreated— 
not because it was not created, but because the Word is revealed by the union. 

21, Again, he next says: 

As men are of the same substance as irrational animals as far as their 
irrational body is concerned, but of a different substance as far as they have 
reason, so the Lord, too, being of the same substance as men in the flesh, is of a 
different substance insofar as he is Word and God. 

22. And in the syllogistic work which begins, “If two beings are united, either 
in form or in agreement, they remain two, he says the following: 

The instrument and the mover generally produce one activity. If a being 
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, ee - 4 , et a , , a 3 ? ta A s 4 ~ 
pia} evépyeta, pia Kal 9 odaia: pia dpa oteia yéyovev Tot Adyou Kal rob 
dpyavov. 

23 TldAw év diaroym ob 4 apy,“ Ocdv 7 avOpwrov Aéyets Tov Xprordv’; 
per dAlya 7a. pata EpwrnoavTos Tov bv’ évarrias, “Kat mas 70 cae 
Oeds kal Onpuovupyos Kal deamO7NS”; ArrEKpivaTo Eimey OTe 

fal fal ~ e ¢ 

Oeod oda Kal Snptoupyod Kat decrdérou THY EvoryTa Exov, Hv ody 
evpHKaper obcaY avOparmou 7 pos Ocdv. 

(1969 A] 24 Ta Aw év Aoyw 06 7 apy? “Td rioTews dyabdv puddbwpev? 
pnaty ovTw, mEpt Ta TEAN: 

¥ \ Ly yA \ ec ye 4 \ ¢ 

AbArot 57) Kal dvTws Tamevol Tas puyds, of 7d olTW GEeyvav Kal péya 
KQL TOYKOOLLOY GEBO.OL.G [LLKPOV TYOUMELOL, 

‘AEONTIOY» Anéypyn kal rabra Sei~av rots wy Aiav dyvawpoor tod 
x 4 > A > > > + ’ , f > A 4 
AzoAwvapiou €tLVAL TAS €7T OVOLATL TovAiov PEPOLEvas émoroAdas, TAny 
dv Abavaatos kai ot toroptKol peuvyvrat avtou EmiaToAa@y. Oi yap abrot 
AroAwapiov pabyrat maAadtepot TavTwWY THY TavTaLs YpNTApLEevwV— 

3 cal nw - € é 

ov udvov atoaxioTav (Trav TovAiov, ws eikds, Tatas émvypaisdvTwy), 
dAAd Kat Tov d6pHo0ddEwr Elaty, dv ot TH Emuypaph ovvaprrayevrTes, Opbas 
Tavras Kaivoety Kat réye HvéxOnoav, bud. 76 TOb TpooWwrrovu a£LomLOTOV— 
y x / nm A 2 4 > id > 4 \ 4 
dAdws Te Kat TavTWD LOAAOV TAV 6pJoddEwr exeivous etkds TOS Adyous 
rot idtov émioracbat didacKdAov. 

‘ \ , > ~ , wn ~ ‘ 3 a 

[B] ‘Iva dé x pdovov ex THs paptupias Tov walytav rods adrod 
3 if ? a cy tm v la ” 4, , 
emruyevMoxoptev Adyous, KaY Te TovAor, Kav Te pnydprov, cav re APavacrov 
pevdms tives adrois eruypdpwowr, GAAG Kal éx THs ovyyeveias THY Adywv 
Kal Tod YyapaxTipos, pépe mpds Gs of mpoeipynuevor adrod palyrat 
Tapyyayov adtod ypiaes Adywv, Kal dAoTEAEs adro Kal dAoKAHpous 

~ % 4 cal 
Tmapabauev Adyous, mpds teAewTdTHv mAnpopopiay trav giAadnbds 
evruyxyavovTwy Tis ev TOUTOLS TE KAL TOIs peudemvypapots TAUTOTHTOS. 


23 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Dialogus (2): fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 157: 
Lietzmann 249, ll. 14-20) 

24 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Sermo (?): fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
156: Lietzmann 249, I. 9-12) 


V 2 22 1 yéyovey ante odofa transp. Dectr. Patr. 1-2 rod dpydvou; THs capKds 
Justn., Syn. Lat., Doctr. Patr. 
Scholion Leontii 12 AKONTIOY»addidi  detfav addidi 18 Avéexbyoav: tows 


jveoxebyoay conj, in marg. V Torres 23. émeypagovov V, corr, Mai 24 ds:aisV 
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has one activity, it has one essence. Therefore the essence of the Word and its 
instrument has become one. 

23. Again in the Dialogue which begins, “Do you say Christ is God or man?’, 
after some preliminaries, the adversary asks, “And how is the body God and 
creator and master?” He answers that: 

The body of God, the creator and master, has a unity, which we do not find in 
a man related to God. 

24. Again in the work entitled, “Let us preserve the good of faith,’ he says 
this, towards the end: 

They are wretched and truly unfortunate in spirit, who consider such a 
venerable and great mystery, regarded with awe by all creation, to be a small 
thing. 


< Leontius:> This is enough, for those who are not overly stupid, [to show] that 
the letters circulated under the name of Julius are by Apollinarius, except for 
those of his letters which Athanasius and the historians record. For the disciples 
of Apollinarius himself are prior to all the others who cite them—including not 
only the schismatics (who wrote these works under Julius’s name, as it seems), 
but also the orthodox, who were carried away by the title and believed that they 
were correct in thought and language, because of the credibility of the person. 
In any case, it is likely that they [the Apollinarians], more than all the orthodox, 
know the words of their own teacher. 

And so that we might recognize his words not only from the testimony of 
disciples, whether they falsely entitle them by the name of Julius or Gregory or 
Athanasius, but from the similarity and distinctive style of the language, now, in 
addition to those excerpts of his works which the aforementioned disciples 
produced, let us present complete and entire works, to convince fully those 
lovers of the truth who read them of the identity between their content and that 
of the forgeries. 
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[3] ATIOAINAPIOY.’EK ITAAAIOY ANTIFPA®OY 
EYPE@ENTOEN TH BIBAIOOHKH TOY THY 
JTAQNIQN OEOGIAELTATOY EMMZKOUOY ANAPEOY 


[C] Kupiors tynwrarors émioKxdrois tots ev Atoxaoapeia ev Kupiw yaipey, 

ITpocedox@pev, yodpuata tysys arooretAavres, djrotws TevEeoOa, 
Tapa THS vueTepas aydrnys, KUpLoL TYLtMTaToL, OlwY del mapa TOO 
paxapiou émoKdtov Adavaciov, eiddtos yds Kat rots Séypact 
TUULPHVvousS AUTO Kal wept wavra TeOnvious. Emel dé ovK avreypaibare, 
dia todo Aoyrodpevor jx} ToTE TO UHKOS THs emtoTOAHs od capa THy | 
yrouny Wud KaréaoTyncev tiv, dod capds ypapouer axddovda rH 
Kowg@ didacKkdrAw tuadv Te Kal Hudv- Aéyw b€ Tatra mepi THs Geias 
TapKWCEws, ETELO} TOUT EveKa TOAUS OdpuBos, odK EE Hudv Kivnbels, 
GAN e& érépenv, [D] rept dy ovcw7d. ‘Hpeis ouodoyobpev odk eis avOpw7rov 
dytov éridednunkevat Tov Tod Ocob Adyov, dwep hv ev mpoprrais, GAN 
adrov tov Adyov cdpxa yeyeviobat, 7) averAnpora vobdv avOparuvoy, 
vobv TpevOpevov Kai aixuadwrilopevov Aoyiapots puTrapots, GAAd Oetoy 
OVTA vOUY, GT PET TOV, od paviov b16 Kal ob GA.a aypvyxov, ovdE avaialyror, 
ovde dvdntov elyev 6 LwrIp—ovde yap oidy re Hv, Tob Kupiou bv Huds 
avOputrou yeyevnevou, dvéynrov elvat TO adua avtov—Yids te ay 
adnbds rod Oeod, yéyove kal vids dvOpwrou- Kat wovoyerns av Yids Tob 
Geod, yéyovev 6 ards Kal mpwrdroKos év roAAois adeA—ois. Atd obd€ 
ETEpos Hv 6 7p0 ABpad Yios rod Oeod, Erepos dé 6 pera ABpadp, GAN els 
térevos_ TOU OeoG Movoyerys, réAccos 5é Geia reAerdryte Kal ovK 
avlpwmivy. Tots [1972 A]ratra ppovotaww duodroyotpev Kowvwvely- Tots 
dé rdvavtia ppovotar Kal ypdpovaw ov KoLvwvouper. 


[4] TOY AYTOY: EK THS KATA MEPOZ HIZSTEQL 


‘Ee: dh Tives TAPNVGYANCAY YULtY, GVATPETELY ETLYELPOUVTES THV 
pt 


Scholion ad [3], Il. 10-11, 7@ cowed didacKdAw: repi rod dytov Afavaciou V (2') 


3 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Epist. ad Episcopos Diocaesarienses: epistula hic primo inventum 
(Lietzmann 255, 1. 15-256, 1.17) 

4 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Gregorius Thaumaturgus), Fides secundum Partem, 30-1 
(Lietzmann 178, 1.8-179, 1.10). Cf. etiam: 


V 3.4 Atoxaioapia V 17 ante odpaveov add, Kat Mai 
4 27 ante érevdy add. cat Apoll. mapnvayAncay V* — dvarpémew ... tay els: en” 
dvarpon} xwpobvres THs TiaTEws Huy THs eis Apoll. cod. M 
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Ill. BY APOLLINARIUS: FROM AN ANCIENT 
COPY FOUND IN THE LIBRARY OF THE MOST HOLY 
BISHOP ANDREW OF SIDON 


To the reverend lord bishops in Diocaesarea, greeting in the Lord. 

We expected, after sending you letters of respect, to receive similar letters 
from your love, my reverend sirs, such as we always received from the blessed 
bishop Athanasius, who knew that we were in agreement with his teachings and 
were obedient on all points. But since you have not replied, we therefore 
concluded that the length of our epistle did not clearly establish our opinion for 
you; see, then, we write clearly here what would agree with your common 
teacher and mine. I say these things about the Incarnation, even though there is 
a great disturbance about what I say—not begun by us, but by others, about 
whom I will be silent. We confess that the Word of God did not dwell in a holy 
man, as happened with the prophets, but that the Word himself became flesh, 
not taking up a human mind, a mind capable of change and held captive by 
filthy thoughts, but a mind that was divine, changeless, heavenly; thus the Savior 
did not have a body without a soul, nor one incapable of perception or thought 
—for it would have been impossible, since the Lord became man for us, that his 
body was without intelligence; but being truly Son of God, he also became son 
of man. And being the Only-begotten Son of God, the same one became the 
first-born of many brethren. Therefore the Son of God before Abraham was not 
different from him who was after Abraham, but one perfect Only-begotten of 
God—perfect with a divine and not a human perfection. We confess that we 
share communion with those who think this way; but we do not communicate 
with those who think and write the opposite. 


IV. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM “FAITH IN DETAIL” 


Since some have caused us annoyance, by trying to upset our faith 
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moti Hudv, rHV eis Tov Kiptov Tyoody Xpiorov ws Oedv capxwbhevra, 
asropaivovtes adrov dvOpwrov Och ouvapbévra, rovrou yapiv oodoyiav 
tovobpea rept THS mpoeipnuevyns TiaTews, éxBaAXovTES TY AmLoTOV 
dvttAoylav Kal Tov evTpdawror abTHs oxnuaTiopor, 76 A€yetv Tt Oeds 
iy dvO perrrov oAov dvaraBev, errevdijmrep 6Aos dvOpeomros ov xafapos 
dpaptias €v 77 Trapovoy long Kara Tas Tpapas, dud. TO Ha) dtvacbat rats 
Betas evepyelais eis tadrov dyew Tas éavTov, Kat dia TodTo odvde 
édevbepos [B]Oavdrov. Oeds 8é capxi Evusbels dvOpwreta Kabapay exer 
THY idiay évépyerav, vods antTyTos av Tay buyikav Kal capKiKay 
TabnudTwr, Kat dywv THY CdpKa Kal Tas capKiKas Kivnaers DeiKDs Te 
Kal GvapapTyTws, Kal ob y.dvov axpdrytos Pavdtw, aAda Kat AJwv 
davatov. Kai éorw eis dAnOivds 6 doapKos év capki pavepurbels, TéA€Los 
TH GAnOiw7 Kai Geta TeAEcdTy TL OV SU Tpdowra, ov Sto pioes TéAELaL 
Kal éavras, ort 


Scholion ad 4, IL 13-14, od 80 mpdcwma ... Kad’ éautds: Td wis dad Ipyyopiou rod 
Gavparoupyot t16 tav AxepdAwy mpopepspeva V (2") 


5-6 (GAos dvOpwrros ... Cw): cf. Job 14.4, 33.9 (LXX) 


4 p.560,1.27—p. 562, 1.12 (érreid} ... Gavarov): Sev. Ant., Antijul. 111 (78, 19-79, 1. 3; tr. 66, IL 
21-5; ut Greg. Thaum.); ll. 8-10 (@edg ... rabnpdroov): ibid. (82, LL 12-15; tr. 69, I. 11-14; ut Greg. 
Thaum.); fl. 11-p, 564, | 4 (od pdvov ... reBévras): Conc. Chale, Coll. Novar. 9, 4 (ACO IL 2, 39, 
IL. 31-6; ut Greg. Thaum.); IL. 12—p. 564, 1 (xai doriv ... wpooxuvety): Eulog., Or 3 (23, ll 16-19; 
ut Apoll., etiamsi Greg. Thaum. attributum); ll. 9-p. 220, 1.3 (ad €orey ... dyeov): Leont. Jer., Cir. 
Mon. (1873 C11~15; ut Greg. Thaum.); Il. 12—p, 564,1. 4 (xai gore... r18épras): Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. 
2 (19, 1. 23-20,1. 1; tr. 15, 1L 21-6; ut Greg. Thaum.); Antijul. 1 (114, ll. 16-21; tr. 88, IL 22-7; ut Greg. 
Thaum.); ibid, (262, 1, 24-263, 1. 5; tr. 202, ll. 17-23; ut Greg. Thaum.); ibid. IH (75, 1. 22-76, L. 2; tr. 
63, ll. 29-34; ut Greg, Thaum.); ibid, (80, Il. 2-7; tr.67, ll. 8-13; ut Greg, Thaum.); 1]. 12—p.564,1, 9 (xal 
éorw ... Xptotoi): Sev, Ant., Ctr. Gram. 1, 9 (99, 1, 23-100, L 8 tr. 78, ll. 15-25; ut Greg. Thaum.); 
ibid. III, 41 (289, IL. 10-20; tr. 213, Il, 12-21; ut Greg. Thaum.) 


V 4 1 post Kiproy add. jude Apoll., Sev. Ant, ante Xpiorovadd.rdv Apoll.cod.V ais: 


ov Apoll., Sev. Ant. 2 dropaivovres: Suodoyotrres Apoll., Sev. Ant. post addy add. 
aA’ Apoll., Sev. Ant. @ea@ om. Apoll. cod. M 4-8 kal... Pavdrov om. Apoll, Sev. 
Ant. 8 eds ... dvOpeometa: @eds ydp capxweis dvd pcan oapkt Apoll. Sev. 
Ant. 9 capKikdy Kat b puxencdy Apoll. cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 14597 10 dyeuy: dyiov 
Apoll. cod. M 12 post Odvarov add. ‘ et mors est mortis” Conc. Chalc. efs: @eds Apoll., 

Conc. Chalc., Sey, Ant., Leont. Jer.,Eulog. 6 deapxos ... pavepweis om. Sev. Ant. Antijul.L, III 
(63) 12-13 réAews ... TedeidryTt om. Sev. Ant. Anfijul III (80) 13 dela 
redesdrytu: rereta Jedrytt Apoll. cod.M od déo zpdow7a om. Leont. Jer. od*: ovde Apoll., 
Eulog. 13-p. 564, 1.1 réAeras ... Aéyeev om. Apoll., Conc. Chalc., Sev. Ant., Leont. Jer., 


Eulog. 
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in the Lord Jesus Christ as God made flesh, asserting that he is a man joined to 
God, we therefore made profession of this faith we have mentioned, rejecting 
what would contradict it as lack of faith, even with its attractive form: saying 
that God was assuming a whole man. Our reason, surely, is that the whole man 
is not free from sin in this present life, according to the Scriptures, because he is 
unable to bring his own activity into harmony with God’s, and is therefore not 
free from death. But God, united to human flesh, preserves his own activity 
pure, being mind unconquered by spiritual and fleshly passions; he leads the 
flesh and the actions of the flesh in a godly and sinless way, not only unmastered 
by death, but even destroying death. And he is truly one, fleshless but appearing 
in flesh; perfect with a true and divine perfection; not two persons, nor two 
perfect natures in themselves, because 
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4 6-7 (rHv dpotwow ... dvOpebmov): cf. 1 Cor. 15.49 

5 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Gregorius Thaumaturgus), ibid. 27-9 (Lietzmann 176, 
119-177, L12 et 178,11. 4-7) IL. 18-20 (6podAoyodper ... TapHévov): cf. etiam Thdt., Eran. I, 
Test. 68 (110, ll. 24-5) 


V 41 pnde: od8€ yap Apoll,, Sev. Ant., Eulog; — odS¢ Conc. Chale., Leont.Jer. Téooapas 
Leont. Jer, Eulog. post z7pooxvveiv add. A€yoxev Apoll., Conc. Chalc., Sev. Ant., Leont. Jer., 
Eulog.; postrpocxvveiv Aéyosevadd, “‘necenim fasest quattuoradorari’Conc.Chalc. 2 vidv 
avO pebrrov: avOpa7rov Apoll., Sev. Ant., Leont. Jer. 2-3 pnd ... doéa few om. Apoll., Conc, 
Chalc., Sev. Ant. 3 cs: Tobs ofrws Apoll., Conc, Chalc., Sev. Ant. 4-5 pera ... 
Tivedparos om. Apoll., Sev. Ant. 5 dvOpumrov ... Ocod: Hysets yap popev Gv Operrov 
yeyevqjobat (yeyervfjobax Apoll. cod. M) tov Tov Beod Adyou mpos cowry piav ear, | wa rv 
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adnfivobd Yiov tod Oeod Apoll., Sev, Ant. 8 ante av@pwrrou add. viod Apoll, codd. Graec., 
Sev. Ant. Ctr, Gram. I 

5 10 «TOY AYTOY> addidi ‘EK: IPO V 11 post dzoAoyodpev add. ody Apoll. 
as povdpyny: piav dpyyv Apoll. 12 @edv om. Apoll, cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 14597 
14 7é:7év Apoll. vdzapyovpost Qeodtransp. Apoll. cou: [Jarpds Apoll.cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 
14597 14-15 6’ = Yiod. ~=om. Apoll. 16-17 kai rovs ... Tlvedua om. 
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Apoll.cod.M = aAAa Apoll. 20 cdpxa post MTapHévov transp. Thdt. cod.V Mapas: 
THs ayias Apoll.cod.B.M.Syr.Add.14597 ante/Tap6évovadd.rijsThdt.évaom. Apoll. 21 ov 
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it is wrong to speak of two sons, nor to adore four [persons]—God, and the Son 
of God, and the son of man, and the Holy Spirit—nor to glorify a human being 
before the Holy Spirit, and therefore we anathematize as impious those who put 
aman in the holy doxology after God and the Son, before the Spirit. We say that 
the whole man is taken up by God to save each of us, who are made holy and 
receive the likeness of the heavenly man, and are divinized so that we become 
like him who is truly God by nature, and who is man according to the flesh, our 
Lord Jesus Christ. 


V. <BY THE SAME AUTHOR:> FROM THE 
CHAPTER BEFORE THIS 


We confess one true God as sole ruler, and one Son, true God from true God, 
having his Father's divinity by nature—in other words, who is of the same 
substance as the Father—and one Holy Spirit in truth and by nature, who makes 
all things holy and divine, existing from the substance of God through the Son; 
and we anathematize those who say that either the Son or the Holy Spirit is a 
creature, and those who say that the Son or the Spirit at one time did not exist. 
We confess that all things are the handiwork of God, his creatures and servants, 
made through God the Son and also sanctified in the Holy Spirit. Again, we 
confess that the Son of God became son of man, taking flesh from the Virgin 
Mary not in name [only] but in truth, and that he is one perfect individual, not 
two perfect individuals united, the same individual 
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6 Apollinarius Laodicenus, De Incarnatione, seu in Traditionem Renuntiationis et Fidei: 
fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag, 9: Lietzmann 206, 1. 14-207, 1. 4). lL. 17-19 (a8dvarov 
... Ceoapkwperys): cf. etiam Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 76 (19, Il. 5-7); Doctr. Patr. 9, XII (64, ll. 2-5); 
Niceph., Antirrhet. IV (2) (Spic. Sol. IV, 379, ll. 26-30) 
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Son of God and son of man, one hypostasis and one person, and [we confess] 
that there is one adoration of the Word and the flesh. And we anathematize 
those who say they are two, and produce different kinds of adoration, one of a 
divine and one of a human kind, and those who worship the man from Mary as 
if he were a different individual alongside the God who is from God. We confess 
the suffering of the Lord in the flesh, his resurrection in the power of his divinity, 
his ascension into heaven, his coming glorious reappearance for the judgment 
of living and dead and the eternal life of those who are made holy. 


VI. BY THE SAME APOLLINARIUS: FROM 
HIS WORK ON THE TRADITIONAL FORMULATIONS 
OF THE RENUNCIATION [OF SIN] AND THE FAITH, 
<WHICH BEGINS>, “THE DECEITFUL DEVIL HELD MAN 
CAPTIVE, WHEN HE HAD FALLEN FROM GOD” 


If the same individual is completely human and God, and the religious mind 
does not adore the human being but adores God, it will be found to be adoring 
and not adoring the same individual, which is impossible. And he himself will 
not, as human, consider himself adorable—for he would not commit sin—but 
as God, he will know that he is adorable. But it is impossible that the same 
person should know himself to be adorable and not adorable; therefore it is 
impossible that the same person is God and a human being completely. But he 
exists in the singleness of a mixed nature, divine yet made flesh, so that those 
who worship him contemplate God inseparable from the flesh, 
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Scholion Leontii 16-19 Gregorius Nazianzenus, Epist. 202, ad Nectarium, 10 (ed. P. Gallay et 
M. Jourjon (SC 208), 90, Il. 14-17; PG 37, 332 B10-14). 19-26 Gregorius Nazianzenus, ibid. 
15-17 (ed, P. Gallay et M. Jourjon, 92, ll. 15~24; PG 37,333 A7-16) ; 


V Scholion Leontii 6 <AEONTIOY> addidi 20 ante wdvrwy add. rv Greg. 
Naz. 22 7d om. Greg, Naz. (txt, codd. AS*DC) 
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and do not contemplate one individual who is not to be adored and another 
who is to be adored, nor is there in him one individual who will not allow 
himself to be adored and another who accepts the adoration, for the salvation 
of the adorers. But he is actually one, in regard to a single substance, and never 
two individuals, in persons that exist by their own standards and in their own 
rank. 


<Leontius:> I think that anyone who is not exclusively determined to win 
arguments will not think he can reasonably respond to these things any further, 
but will immediately, and, so to speak, without being forced, give his allegiance 
to the truth, and will acknowledge, with full conviction, that the letters or works 
on the Incarnation falsely labelled with the names of Julius, Gregory and 
Athanasius are by Apollinarius. There is no need for us to wonder, if, of those 
who follow Valentinus and those who follow Timothy, being disciples of 
Apollinarius, the one group confesses the phrase “of the same substance” [i.e. 
when referring to the human Christ] and the others reject it, and both contend 
with one another on the authority of their master. For indeed Gregory the 
Theologian, in his epistle to Nectarius, presents other, worse blasphemies of 
Apollinarius, quoting from his own words: “For,” he says, “he insists that the 
flesh which was assumed by the Only-begotten Son in the divine plan of 
salvation was not something specially acquired, to transform our nature, but 
that there was from the beginning a fleshly nature in the Son” And again, after 
some further words, he says: “And this is not so terrible, but the most grievous 
thing of all is that he makes the only begotten God himself, the judge of all 
things, the author of life, the overthrower of death, to be mortal, and to have 
received suffering into his own very divinity, and that in that three-day death of 
his body his divinity, too, became dead along with the body, and so was raised 
again from death by the Father as well. As for the other things he adds to these 
absurdities, it would take long to recount them.” 

It is no wonder, then, if he advanced through the intermediate stage of the 
lesser evil, in which he said the body is of the same substance as the divinity, to 
greater irreverence, adding ignorance to ignorance and impiety to impiety. And 
Timothy seems rather to belong to the group of those who were entrusted with 
the hidden mysteries of impiety and fraud; for through Apollinarius’s influence 
he was able to get letters of introduction to the Westerners from the great 
Athanasius, as one eagerly campaigning against Arius’s impiety, 
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and to obtain writings from them for the bishop. But his intrigue did not remain 
unnoticed all his life; for being sent to Rome a second time, after the death of 
Athanasius, he received both his own deposition and that of Apollinarius, who 
sent him. 


Fragmenta Incerta 


Fragments of Uncertain Authorship, 
Attributed to Leontius of Byzantium 
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Tmapeoxpilevros mpoowrrov; T6 yap uopues Kal Ooovotov ert THY TpOs 
, cal ¢ 
15 piav ovctav dvayouevey atopav Aéyeobat wépuKe, Kal THY UToGTaGEwY 
¢ \ Rien § 3 > % 
TOV UTTO TO EV KALTO AUTO ELO0S GVAPEPOLEVWY TO OLOOUGLOY KATH YOPEITAL. 
Ei obv opootaros 6 Oeds Adyos 7H capxi, d0o ora brooTacets: ei be 
is A £ \ fol ~ , ~ / 
érepoovatos 9 aap Tot Oeot Adyou, mas ob B00 ptaets 6 Xpiords; 
3 of “a 
[4] Ei @eds kat avOpwros Kai ka? duds 6 Xpioros peta THY Evwow 
J ~ > lal e 
20 wpmoddyynras, od TH adTH Oe Puce H Cort Oeds, TadTy earl Kal dvOpwros, 
~ 3 4 , ® \ , 
mas ot d00 picers ats Peds Kai avOpwros 6 Xpiorés; 


{1] Cp. Ammonius Hermeiou, In Porphyrii Isagogen (ed. A. Busse, Commentaria in Aristotelem 
Graeca IV,3 (Berlin, 1891)), 32, 1.2-33, 1.16 

[2] Cp. Ammonius Hermeiou, ibid. 21, Il. 8-9 

[4] Cp. Leontius Byzantinus, Epaporemata 20 (supra, p, 324, ll. 6-9) 


[1] Excerpta Leontina 18 (infra, p. 583, IL 15-22) 
[2] Ibid. 19 (infra, p. 584, IL 1-3) 
[3] Nicetas Choniates, Thesaurus X (cod. Oxon. Thomas Roe 22, f. 220°) [4] Ibid. 


[i] hewpmrd (= A) 1 «iSos ... Bods om. m 1-2 xa? & Kad? dv m 
4 ciolv: éorive 7 €ore pev: €ore pds ¥; ert pas M 

[2] hewpmrd (= A} 9 yveaperwy wp 10 rééis ms rot! om. rd = Frou 7} 
Trovm to’ om.m. 11 }airia:lows 7 aizvias conj.scriptor in marg.d 

[3] Roe 22 15 odvotas cod. 
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1. A species is something like a human being, a horse, an ox; in the same way, 
Socrates, inasmuch as he is a living thing, is a genus, but insofar as he is mortal 
and rational, he is differentiated, and insofar as he is a human being, he is a 
species. Genus and difference and species complete the substance of each being; 
therefore they are said to be “substantial” ‘The proper characteristic and the 
accident are said to be added on to the substance, since they exist for someone. 
Further, the accident exists in that it exists in some places and not in others; 
these are called “separable” [characteristics]. An example of a proper 
characteristic is being able to laugh; of an accident, being black, moving, 
standing up, sitting down. 


2.To contingent things, we can ascribe a goal,usefulness, side-effects, legitimacy, 
arrangement, features that demonstrate the purpose or clarify the goal, an 
explanation, a responsible author. 


3. Is God the Word consubstantial with the flesh he took on, or of a different 
substance? If he is of the same substance, how did the Trinity not become a 
tetrad, with yet another person judged to be added to it? For being of the same 
origin and consubstantial is usually predicated of individuals referred to one 
substance, and “consubstantial” is predicated of hypostases which are referred 
to one and the same species. If, then, God the Word is consubstantial with the 
flesh, there will be two hypostases [i.e., named ‘Son’]; but if the flesh of God the 
Word is of a different substance, why is Christ not two natures? 


4. If Christ, even in your view, is confessed to be God and a human being after 
the union, but is not also human in the same nature in which he is God, how are 
there not two natures, by which Christ is God and a human being? 


576 Fragmenta Incerta 


[5] Ei éx @Oedrytos Kai dvOpwrdtytos Aéyowev tov Xprotov 
ouvrebetabar, Kal ddtapopor bytv oT. 76 ex DedtyTOs Kal avOpwreTnTos 
Aéyew tov Xprorov, ri TO KwWAdOv duds, ev OedtyTt Kal avOpwrdryTt TOV 
Xpicrov spodroyotvras, ev dvo0 piceatv abrdv dxodovds dpodoyety, et 

5 po memrAacpévoy Kat pe? brroxpicews TO ev DedtyTL Kai avOpwrdTyTE 
réXevov Oporoyetv mpooTroretabe; 


[5] Cp. Leontius Byzantinus, Epaporémata 3 (supra, p. 314, I. 11-15) 
[5] Nicetas Choniates, Thesaurus X (cod. Oxon, Thomas Roe 22, f. 220") 


[5] Roe 22 3 duds: judas cod. 6 mpocoteiabas cod. 
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5. If we say that Christ is put together from divinity and humanity, and it is 
equally acceptable, in your view, to say Christ is from divinity and humanity, 
what is there to prevent you, since you confess Christ in divinity and humanity, 
to confess as a result that he is in two natures—unless this is all a front, and you 
are only pretending to confess that he is perfect in his divinity and his humanity? 
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Appendix III. Excerpta Leontina 
AIIO TQN AEONTIQN 


[1] “Ort 0d radrov imdoracts Kal evuTdoTatov, WoTep ETEpov ovola Kal 
evotarov. ‘H pev yap drdaracis Tov Tid SyAoi, Td Se EvuTdoTatov THY 
ovaiar: Kal } ev UTdaTAOLS TpOGwroV apopiler Tois YapaKTHpLOTLKOIS 
idudpact, TO de EvuTPooTarov TO 47) €lvat avTO CuuPeBnKOs SyAot, O7rEp ev 
érépw exer 70 elvat Kal ovK ev €avT@ Oewpeirai—roratrar b€ waca at 
TOLOTYTES, al TE OVOLOELS Kal emovaLWbets KaAoUpeEvat, Ov oddEeTEepa 
éotiv ovata, Touréort mpaypal[tos] dbpearass—aAX’ det mepi THY ovoiay 
fewpetrar, Ws xp@ua ev owpari, Kal ws emoTHnun ev wuy7H. ‘O roivur 
Aéyurv, “OdK €art piats avuTPdaratos, dAnOds pev A€yet, od panv dpAds 
ovuptrepaivet, TO [4y) avuTdoTaTov ovvaywy eis TO Urdaracty [2005 A] 
eivat- womep dy el Tus pur) elvar <Aéyou o@ua doynpararov, aAnbes Aeywr, 
eveiTa ouvayol, ovK Opbds, To oxjpa saa elvai, AN’ ovK ev TH OWpare 
Jewpeiobar. Avurrdorartos pev obv pots, ToUTEOTLY OVGLA, OUK av Ein: ob 
pny 7 pvats UTdaTaats, Ort pHde avr.oTpeper. ‘H pev yap brdoTaots Kal 
pvoats, 7 b€é pdors odk Cott Kal imdaTAOIS: 7 [Lev yap PUots TOV TOD Elvat 
Noyou émdexerau: 7) Se U7d0Ta01s, Kal TOV TOD Ka’ adro Elva Kal % weVv 
eldous Adyov éxéyet, 7 Se TOD TLvds eat SyAwWTLK?: Kal 7) wev KaDoALKOD 
mpayparos xapakripa dnAol, 7 dé TOO KoLwod TO Ldvov amrodtacTeAAeT aL, 
Kai cuvropws eizetv, picews rev rds Aéyovrar 7d. Omootara, kal dv 6 
Adyos Tob elvat Kowvds: Uroardcews dé Gpos } Ta KaTa THY PUoW pev 
Tava, apiOud dé d.apépovra, [B]7) ra ex Stapopwv picewv cuveot@ra, 
THv b€ Tob eivar Kowwwviav apa TE Kal ev GAAHAoLS KEKTHMEVA: OUTW YE TOL 
pyc Kowwvovvra Tov civat, ody Ws cupTANPWTLKA TIS GAAHAWY ovaias, 
Omep ott idetv el TAY ovaL@dY 


{1] CNE 1: supra, p. 132, 1.19-p, 134, 1.20 


[1] hewpmrd (= A) 2 TQN AEONTIOY d AEONTIQN: AEONTINQN e 
1 post ravrov add. & otro. VOG 2 post dé¢ add. ye OG 4 Orep: OTUTep m; 
6 VOG 7 mpdyparos: mpdyua ro d; mpayya VOG GAN det: dAAd cid post add’ 
add. 6 V 9 adnbeds: dAnbes V 10 eisseid = ros Tov r 11 47) efvac post 
doyndrioror transp. G Aéyou addidi ex VOG 12 ovvdyer A (txt. VOG) rah 
om. OG 13 post ety add. more VOG 15 ov« éort: odkért VOG = xal om. G 
post piais® add. 7 1 16 emidéyerau: droddxyeras wp abo; EavTo O; éavTov 
VG 17 Hen: pdstm  dyAwrexdvhewpmd;dyAorixovr(txt.VOG) 19 ouvromws 
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Kal TOV ovaLWWODS KAT AUTV KATY YOPOVJLEVWY, WS 7 Ev CHLATL TOLOTNS, 
/ a a 
Aevkdrns, peAavorns: Orep av Tis ev por Kal ev GAAots, wAAAov dé eri buys 
Kal OWPLATOS, WY KOLVT) LEV 1) UTOOTAOKLS, dia be 7 PUots, Kal 6 Adyos 
dudpopos. 
a 4 nm 
[2] “Ori durrds 6 THs TeAELdTHTOS Opos, 6 Lev AmAds Aeyopmevos, 6 Se 
axécet Jewpovpevos. 
”, 3 , \ e / n“ A > hol > / A 
[3] “Orveipicertrabnros Hv 6 Adyos 7 rH evraila eb€xeTo TEprypapny, 
a / lol cal cal 
€atat tois amo Neoropiov ratra év adr@, ro poBetobar capi [C] 
4 al 
ouvarrew Kal Aw avOparra, va wr TEepiypagy: «i O€ PUoEL aTpeTTdS 
éott kal amepiyparros Kal amrabts, Kav ev cbpatt yevnrat, o@Cot av TOV 
” a3 7 ‘ Asa > / / \ \ LANA 4 
idtov THs aTrabeias Kat ravTeAn THs atpepias Adyov. Kal yap ovde kdamov 
krilwy Kaleis TOb€e TO OXTUG TOU TAVTOS Gywr adTOv, OVK OvTA TpOTEpo?, 
€k TOU UrrepKoopiov Kal UrrEpouaiou Eis TO TEPLKOOLLLOV TOUTO 7) EYKOO[LLOV 
extenTWwkws gpaiverat, Kal ek Tov oikelov GmepiypamTou eis TO 
4 ey» 3 “a3 ‘ ” / 3 \ / , A 
Tepryeypaglat vr avrod EAnAvOws: ovTe Toivuv ode mpdTEpoV Hvika TOV 
KOOMOV Kal TA ev AUTH TavTA TapHyayey, OUTE UATEpoV OTE TOV Leyav ev 
lal \ ” < i / A Ul 
puiKp@ Koopov, Tov avOpwrov, EavT@ trepiernée, Twepteypagy. Kat ti 
Mada; “Orrou ye Kal 7) Tot avOparrov pux7 oby amAds Kal dua TO ev 
ompatt [Dadri civar raoxer TavTa, dAAd bia TO TepuKevar TACYXELY Kal 
xXwpis odjpwaros. 


{2] CNE 2: supra, p. 138, Il. 10-11 
[3] CNE 3: supra, p. 140, 1, 12-p. 142, 1.3 


VOG, hewpmrd (= A) [1] 1-2 es... peAavdrys: wotdryTes dé adrat KaAodyTai— 
GAN ws Tis Parépou picews Kal odaias py Kal? Eourny Oewpouperys, GAAA pera. THs 
ovykeyevys Kal ovurepuxvias VOG 2 &v dAdo, adAdAov Se; eg’ érépwv ev 
TpaypLarwy, ovy WKvoTa dé VOG 

[2] 5 post dirrds add. cal e 5-6 dirrés ... Oewpodpevos: Sirrdv elvac tov Tis 
teAeLoTnTos Opov, Kal TOV pLev AAS Aéyeaban, TOv dé ev cyéoet Oewpeicbar VOG 

[3] 7 post et add. pev ofy VOG vom. VOG tH: trav wp  évraifa: év rémw VOG 
édéyero: dexerat 70 m; déxerar VOG 8-9 eorar,., mEprypapy: Eorat TavTa ev avTd dv 
abrov, aAX’ od did THY mpds TO mEptyparrov Kal rafyTOV cdya Evwow, Kal ora odTAS 


malyros Kal wepryparros, Kay jun TeTrovOe jxnde Trepryéyparrar VOG 8 avra@y mr 
9 post cuvarrewadd.sad™ pyom.e —tepuypagisr 11 ravreAjsd = ravteAt rijs 
om. V@" post kal yap add. ial e 12 rod mavros om. Vo" 14 eumentwxas d 
ka 7 OV 15 meptypayeypdpbac wp odre: of VOG ode: ovre VOG 
15-16 yrika ... borepov om. d Tov: 7iyy r 16 adrdy mr 17 éavtayv mr 
mepierrrn ge wp post repreypacy add. odre Jorepovd"* 18 rodom.d 19 avryy 


ante év oo).07¢ iter. d; om.e Taoxet: TACXELY I 
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[4] “Ore dppyros dvTws éorl Kal dvevvdnros povn 7) Kat’ ovciaY TE Kal 
ovoiwdns Kal évuTdaratos Evwors. I]ds yap Ta ToGovTOY KaTa Pva. 
TapnAAaypeéva kal wakp@ SupKropeva adAjAous Te cuveBy Kal kpabévra 
ov ovyKéexyuvTat, GAAG Kal €arwv ev, Kal yuopilerat dvo; 

[5] “Ore det dvtiorivasr ws of tiv evwow pH Kar’ ovoiav, GAAd Kat 
évépyeiav 7) evdoxiav 7 dAAnY TLva oxéow SoyparicayTes, Kat’ ovdEY ev 
TH aAnfeia eyyilovar, 70 b€ pevdos, moAVayLses dv, €ewepicavTo: Tota yap 
av ein TavrH, Kal Tod THs Evwmoews aia dvémaros, THS Umeppuods Kal 
pOvys META THY LOYAY Kal TPWTHY, } 47) TA TpayyLara avvddovea [2008 A] 
kal els Tavrov ayovsa; “Ofer Kal Oavpaler ereral mot O7’ Gv, adTa@v THY 
TowavTyny Evwow mpeaPevdovtwy, TO “aovyxuTOV”mpoapinTyTaL Kal TO 
“atpentov’ motav yap Kal dpopdcba: tpomnv adrovs Sikavov ev TH 
draipécer TAY mpaypwaTwr, Tas wev a€ias eis wiav a¢iav ovyyéovras (ov 
yap ai d€iat déia Tor’ av yéevowTo dovyxitws, Worrep ovde ai pices pia 
gvats atpéentws), Tas 8 eEovoias ywpilovras; OV yap mpaypatay evwars 
7 THs a€ias Evwars: 7 ovTW y’ av Kal TavTas Tods Tis Deias AceAoyxoras 
agias cis ravrov a€omev 77 Oeia odcia, Kai d00 pices ey’ Exdotou THY 
ayiwv doypaticopev.(Td yap roaov ris a€ias ov ravTn ywpiler Ta Kata 
thy agiav didqopa, GAN drdo7n av ein, Kata TodoUTOV cuvarfer Kal TAS 
gvoeis.) Ei bé ru érépw rav ev 7H Tprdds [Blovvaysar BotAovrar rods 
mapa tov Xpiorov Aoitrods aylous, Tis év aocBeia adray €atw eLovaias: 
Kexpynuartixact yap Oeol re kal viol Ocob Kal mvedpata ayia, KaTa TO “6 
KoAAwpevos T@ Kupi Ev rvetpd ear? 


’ 


[4] CNE7: supra, p. 164, ll. 16-19 
[5] CNE7: supra, p, 166,1. 1-23 


VOG, hewpmrd (= A) [4] 1 post dppynros add. yap VOG dvtws post éori(v) transp.G 


pdv7 om, e 2 post kara add. tv VOG 3 pakpds Siopiopeva d*; pwaxpds 
Siwpropéva do" 4 ovyxéxutat eVOG 
[5] 5 de? dyrioriva ws om, VOG 6 ante ayéow add. rovaditnv VOG 7 TH TH 


mr déym__ post euepicavro add. dAAois GAAnY Tia oipay atTob mapacTacdpevor, Kal 
eis €v dAAjAois EADovres 77 arorevger THs aAnOelas VOG = 8_tavr7: att VOG trod: 
mas VOG 9 ra iter.w 12 post yapadd.6yO0G = rf 7jvmr 14 yévoiroG 
15 ras 8 éfovolas: ras dé obciasdVOG = ot: 6 wp 16 AeAoydras AVG*; AcAaxdtas O 
17 déapevVG 18 doypariowpev hwpVOG; doypariowas mr (txt.ed) 19 ein: 
fort. legendum 7 «ai om. wp 20 post piceis add. od yap 8%) mavrn atras xwploet, 
Tov cuvamTovTos jy TdVTN KexwpLopevov. ‘(Ondcov yap jweTexouat THs afias, peTexEw 
égeijovor Kal tis Tod Adyou giccws VOG post érépw add. tpdrm d 
tevevom.d  BovAovrat:BovAowrod 22 of feoire Katotviol Ocod wp 23 trav 
kupioov mr 
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[6] “O71, pnolr, ede. rods aleous Necropiavods eiddévar ort ei Kal TO 
e€aipetov THs moiKkiAns Siavouys mpdceatt Tols Umeptéepois mpos TOs 
bper€evous, GAAG KoLVOY TO Eparranl Tis evepyelas xadpiopa Kal THs a€ias 
Sapna: kal} KaKeivous LeTa TOO Oeod Adyou 7 ct ye BovAovrat évds TOV 
év TH Tprdds Oewpoupevr, 7 Kai OAns THS oeBacpias Tpiados, cis dbo 
ouvanre piaeis, Kal Ovo 7 TpEls 7] TeaTapas UrooTdaets SiaLpeEry, H unde 
TOUTOV ETA THS PUcews TOU Oeot Adyou ovvarrev [C]Kai eis Eva Yiov 
ovvT evar 7 Ouwvdp.ws avTOV TrOLELY, Ws TOV TpwTdTUTOY Yidv. 

[7] “Ort pia eariv 4 puri vidrns, €€ Hs Kara. peToYHY 7A0a vioTNS: 
Kal dud ToUTO dvdyen Tov dmooxediacbevra rois Neoropiavois avOpwtrov 
THs puoukis perexew vidrnros y] THS EK XAPLTOS yivomev7s. 

[8] “Ort tis Kar’ ovoiav évdoews peyadopuvws Knputrécdw 1 
dAnPeva. 

[9] “Ori tév Evadcewv Kal Thy Staxpicewy dirrds 6 Adyos. Ta pev yap 
Hvwrar Tois eldeot, Sinpytat d€ Tals Uroordccat, TA de Sippyrat ev Trois 
eldcouv, Nuwar O€ Tals UrocTdCEGL Kal THY NVWwEVWY fev TOIS ELdECL, 
dinpnueve b€ tals broordceat, pyouv TOV Sunpnyevwy prev Tots elder, 
Hrapevav de Tals VrooTaceol, TA Lev ATAHY exer THY Evwaiv TE Kal THY 
diaKprow, Ta Sé odvOerov: repli ev odv TOV amAqy exovtwy tiv SitT HV 
oxéawy, 7a. viv Aéyerv apeiabw- ob ydp Tis mapovons oKeews 7) exeivwv 
cis Ta Kata pepos eEdmAwais. Tepi b€ TOV Kara obvbeow [D]Hyovv 
oupTAoKhy 7 Kpaoww 7} evwow 7) Omws mote pidov Kadeiv Tas obawwdeLs 
TOV érepocLO@v axéoets AekTéov Hiv, Tots GvowaTouayols KaTaAiTobat 
Tas, WS adTol voutCovaLy, EupavTiKWTE pas 7) KUPLWTE pas THY ONUACLBY. 
Od yap éxdoys A€Eewv Huiv cxoAn, emi TO voetv errevyopevors. 


[6] CNE7: supra, p. 168, Il. 1-8 
[7] CNE7: ibid,, ll. 10-12 
[8] CNE7: ibid., ll. 20-21 


VOG, hewpmrd (= A) [6] 1 post der add. yap VOG Neoropiavods om. VOG 
4 rot:todsd xdkeivascodd. e:oS VOG Sante Tpiddvadd.dyiaVOG ceBacpiouVOG 
7 rotrwy V 8 ante cuvriPévacadd. 7] VOG 

[7] 9 Gre pia ... vidrns: pds yap ovens Tis puouys vidrytos VOG = é& om. VOG 
10 Kaldidtodtoom.VOG rots Nearopiavois: avrots VOG 11 rijs*: asm 

[8] 12 post ris add. dé VOG 

[9] 14 post rdv! add. dé VOG 14 pevom. VOG 17-18 «jyouv... broaraceaw 
supplevi; cf. Loofs, 67 18 77? om. O 19 ody om. wp 20 dpopicbw d 
21 <isom.d post e€dmAwoats add. kat alAws tiv TAV TOMY dtagebyet yudaiv Te Kal 
pabeawy VOG post Kara add. rv d 23 rods dvopatopdyous O 24 adrovr 
e€upatikwrépas G 25 jutvom,O 
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Tav roivuv ovawwdas trapxovTwyr Kal Kar’ ovalav Evoupevwy Ta jwev Kal 
TH evocer adler tov idiov ths brdpEews Adyov, ra Sé avyyet TE Kal 
e€agaviler <abtoy, THY aKpoTnTA TOY Fvwuerwr Avwaopeva. Tav odv 
/ e >> / ‘3 > 7 / / a / 3 

TpoTépwv 7 eT GAAHAwY Kal ev GAAHAots Dewpoupevy oxats Ev pwev TL EE 
> / 3 a 4. <a ” ” £3) a > a > / 
ApoTepwv amrorerel, Kal Ws av Tis Ei7rO1L, EV ElvarTa apiOuc@d a7rodei [2009 
A]xvuat, 76 dudpopov owlovoa ris brdpEews ev TH TavVTH Tis EvdT TOs. 

‘ , / 3 ‘ / a »” A lal 
Kai rovrou rapaderypna ev pev Cwors 6 Kall’ yds dvOpwros, év dé Tots 
amAot 7} pua.Kkois cwpacw 9 TOV abluTooTtarwr Kal Kal’ éauta elvar 
duvapevey mpos GAAnAa trod oxéots. Oiov é! Aaprados €or Oewphoau 
la A / > ¢€ ‘ v \ / e "¢ lo) ‘ 
dAdo ev yap €or 7 Apvadnris, Erepov dé waAw 7 pAoywdys Tod updos 
ovata. 

[10] “Ore KaBdAov pavat, ovdev ray Evovpéevwv tpomny 7} obyxvaww 
vplorara, pH ovxi ExaTépov TMV evoupevwy TabyTiKas ExovTos 
ToT) Tas. THv yap Arp TOLOUTwWY 7) LEV OpacTHpLos ToLjoaL av Kal Ov 
Tabor, 4 S¢ rabyriKy 7d001 dv Kal ov dpdceev. 

% a ‘ \ \ / LA 3 \ c “ / 

[11] “Ore def 76 Kata rHv Delav aicAnow aKxovoriKor Hudv Kald par 
mavros axGous, Tob €x mpodrjibews ovvicrapeévou Kal GroKwpobvros TOV 
voor, Non b€ TO Kal TMV LapTUpwr TO véqos brodeEacbat. 

[12] “Ori doePys ov aidetrar mpdcwrroy évrijov, donmous dé Kal [B] 
ovK éyvwopevas xpHoers mpoKopicovor. AevEdtwoar mpwTov OTL jy) TOV 

/ \ a 
Tlarépwv ciolv ai xpjoes Tay eyxpitwr, Kai TOTE exelvas as pact 
mpoayerwaar. 
> col et ‘ / 4 , 4 - L es ~ 
[13] Ovxobv o rovs ITarépas un Sex dpevos, Tovs Stapaveis TE Kal Ev TH 


[9] CNE7: supra, p. 170, Il. 3-25 
[10] CNE7: supra, p. 172, ll. 19-22 
[11] CNE, introductio ad florilegium: supra, p. 176, ll. 11-13 
{12] cf CNE, introductio ad florilegium: supra, p. 178, ll. 2-5 
{13] CNE, introductio ad florilegium: ibid., Il. 16-18 


VOG, hewpmrd (= A) [9] 1 post «ai! add. r6 G = Evoupevwy: avapevay O; 
voounevewy A (txt. VG) kal’: Kav VOG 2 Adyov ante ris trdpfews transp.OG re 
om. m 3 dpavile. G <avroy» suppl. Evans (42, n. 52) Avparrdpawa m 
4 ruToup 5 7@:7avmr  detxvuorO 6 od@lovoea: ow Covra codd.; corr. Evans 
(46,n.57) évom.O  radr@:atraé wp 8 7H: KalG 9 post ofov add. ds VOG 
10 dAdo: dAAovm __ post yapadd. 7. VOG 

[10] 13 €xarépwy G = evaprevwy ds Eydvrwv G 14 rap: robrwy d «ap 
supplevie VOG 15 dpacor O 

[11] 16 de2om.VOG = kab pat 17 wavtos: ravrds exxaldpwyevVOG  axbov 
wprd = tov: TO Mm 18 75y Se ro: 7 deddero m Kai om. VOG- 76 om. VOG 


brode€acbat om. VOG 

[12] 19 doeBrjs ... evtipou:“AaeBys yap, pyoly, “ds od« 75€00n rpdowrov evtijov" VOG 
20 post éyrwapevas add. cis e€ abrav 7 érépav, rodrois evavrias VOG = rpoxopito. VOG 
devéd7u VOG 20-2 Gri fy)... mpoayerwoar: Ort jar) adraL éxeiven odoa TUyYdVOVAL 
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Exxdrnoia Tob Ocot mepiBorjrous, aAX avridiarattopevos rovrois, 
Tpopavars TH SiaTtayh TOU cov avOearn«Ke. 

[14] KairidetAdyew mepi tis Kar’ ovotav Kal obowwdous Evwoews, THY TE 
piav Urdoraow Tav Ovo pucewn; 

[15] Kai 6rt ra rovadra tis duagopds dvra Sydwrixa THY odawédds 
Hvwwevwv pvcewy TOU Xpiarod. 

[16] ‘O rpdzros dnAady ris Evdcews ovoiwwdAs aAN’ ob axeTiKas yeyovev: 
ws eivar ev TH TeAcla avOpwrdryTs Tov Adyor, drep ev Nuiv “6 gow 
avOpwros’, kata Tov Amdatodov, cuvupeaTas, Kal eis TOY TOU GAoU Gpov 
ouvTeA@y pera. ry evwour. 

[17] Emevdyrep, a ws epner, Hn) mepl i AcE ewn 7 7 Siapdyy € éotlv mpiv dAna. 
TEpl avTaY TOV TpaypLaTwv Kal THs TpOS an Aa ToUTWY EvWOEWS TE KAL 
ovppuias, Hv ot Ilarépes ovawddas yeyevnaba: éppdvycav, Neat puos dé 
OXETLKHY TE KAL YYWLLKTY TAUTHY ElodyeL. 

[18] “Orv etdds éoriy ofov avOpwros, ios, Bods: duoiws yap 6 Lwxparys, 
Kal’ 6 Cdov, éori yévos, cal’ 6 Ovntos Kal AoyiKos, diapéper, Kal? O Se 
avOpwrros, eldos: ovTw Kal mavres avOpwror. Févos 8€ kal Sapopa Kat 
eldos cupmAnpwrika This Exdorou eioly ovaias: 610 Kal obowwdy AéyovTat. 
To d€ iStov Kal 7d cupBePyKos, Errovarwdn, érrerdy) Urdpyer TLVi- TO Oe 
ovpBeByKos TOppw bra pyxet, errEvd7 7H [Lev Ura per, TH Oe OVX UTrapyet- 
rabvra d€ Kal ywpiora Kadeirat. "Eort ev ody TO Lvov TO yeAaoTLKOY: TO 
5€ cupBeBnos 7d peAav, 7d KwveicBat, 7d toracPa, rd KaPHaOaL. 


[14] DTN 42: supra, p. 442, ll. 3-4 

[15] DTN 42: supra, p. 440, lL 9-10 

[16] DTN 42: supra, p. 442, 1. 13-p. 444, 1.3 

[17] DTN 42: supra, p. 444, Il. 10-14 

[18] Fragmentum incertum 1: supra, p. 574, ll. 1-8 


VOG, hewpmrd (= A) [13] 1 GAN avridtaratropevos tovrTois om. VOG 
2 rot OcoG ante diaray7 transp. OG 
(15] 5 dvra:67’dvO post dnAwri«a add. 7 O 


[16] 7 ov:od%d  yeyovdss VOP 8 7ov Adyov om. P 9 tpearaose 

[17] 11 érein P — &pquev: epnv VOP 13 Neordpuos: duets VOP 14 re om. P 
yrupiciy: ayvepiny O  eloaye: eicdyere VOP 15 efdds ... Bots om. m 
hewpmrd (= A) 

[18] 16 Kala: kal’ vm 18 cioly:éorivr 20 mebppw m 21 dori per: 
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7 a / > ‘ c ‘ ‘ t ‘ , 
[19] “Ori Tav ywwopevwy eoriv 6 oxomds, 76 xpyowov,7o TapakoAovbynpa, 
TO yvnorov, 7) TALS, 1) ATOSELKTLKY, <TOr TOU XAaptv TOL OnAwWTLKOY TOT 
oKoTOd; 7) airia, H emuypapy. 


[19] Fragmentum incertum 2: ibid., ll. 9-11 


mrd (= A) [19] 1 yewwpevwy wp 2 ré€is m_ «rd» addidi_ = rod om. 
td #rouyrovm = roo” om. m 3 Hairia: tows 7 airlas conj. scriptor in marg. d 


Appendix IV 


A tabular comparison of the extracts in Leontius’s florilegia with the florilegia 
of other ancient authors. 


Sitters rg 
io 
o. 
n 


same incipit and explicit as extract in Leontius. 

extract begins before Leontius’s incipit, has same explicit. 

extract has same incipit as that of Leontius, ends after his explicit. 
extract begins before Leontius’s incipit and ends after his explicit. 
extract begins before Leontius's incipit and ends before his explicit. 
extract begins after Leontius’s incipit and ends after his explicit. 
shorter extract, contained within that of Leontius. 

extract only mentioned (in summary by another writer), of uncertain 
extent. 

two extracts, separate in Leontius, are connected in the other 
florilegium. 


For abbreviations, cf. key to the apparatus of Leontius’s florilegia. 
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Index to Introduction 


Agapetus of Rome, Pope 19 

Akoimetai (= “Sleepless monks”) 32 
(n. 190) 

Alcison of Nicopolis 52 (n. 345) 

Ammonius Hermeiou (6th century 
commentator) 30 (n. 175), 53,91, 
94 (n. 519) 

Anastasius I, Emperor (491-518) 2 

Anastasius of Sinai 14,57 

Andrew of Sidon 52 (n. 344), 71 

Anthimus of Trebizond, patriarch of 
Constantinople 19 

anthropology, theological 40 

Antioch, city of 6 

Antipater of Bostra (critic of Origen) 9f. 

“Aphthartodocetists’ 39-41 

Apollinarian school 50-2 

Arians 7 

Aristotle, Neoplatonic commentaries on 3, 
77 

Athanasius of Alexandria 51,81 


Balsamon, George 48 (n, 321) 
Barsanuphius, monk 15 
Barth, Karl 74 

Basil the Cilician 22f. 


Canisius, Heinrich (editor) 98 
Chalcedon, Council of (451) 1 
Christology: corruptibility of Christ's 
human nature 42-4 
double consubstantiality of Christ 38 
formulas: “from two natures” 38f. 
natures distinct “only in concept” 35, 


38 
“one nature of the Word, made 
flesh’ 38 


manner of union 31,36, 44,47, 76 
models of 2, 14f., 36, 38 
terminology of Chalcedon 75 

Collatio of 532 with non-Chalcedonians 17 


Colonna family, Rome 78 
conceptual distinction of natures 35 
Councils, Church: Chalcedon (451) 1f. 
Constantinople I (381) 1 
Constantinople TI (553) 66, 76f. 
Nicaea (325) 1 
Cyriacus, monk of Judaean desert 14 
Cyril of Alexandria 2,47, 80 
Against Diodore and Theodore 67 
Thesaurus de Trinitate 81 
Cyril of Skythopolis 6-18 


De Sectis 16,57,73 

Didymus the Blind 7 

Diodore of Tarsus 6,45-7, 65 

Doctrina Patrum (eighth-century 
florilegium) 16, 56-8, 67f, 92£. 

Domitian, abbot of Martyrius (later bishop 
ofAncyra) 8ff.,11, 12 (n.65), 19 


Enhypostatic natures 28 (n, 159), 73~5. 

Ephrem of Amida, Patriarch of Antioch 3, 
10, 40, 57 

Eusebius of Dorylaeum 65 

Eusebius, presbyter (7ré7ras), treasurer of 
Church of Constantinople 8, 10,17 

Eustathius, monk, defender of 
Chalcedon 78 

Euthymius Zigabenus, twelfth-century 
theologian 16, 54, 58, 93f. 

Evagrius of Pontus 7,17 

“Excerpta Leontina’ 53,89 


Facundus of Hermiane 6 (n. 29), 12 (n. 65) 
Firminus, monastery of (Judaean desert) 8 


florilegia in Leontius’s works 54-72 
anonymous: Cod. Lenin Gr. 131 57 (n. 
369) 
Cod, Marcianus Gr 131 57 (n. 368) 
sources of florilegia 54-56 
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Gaza, synod of (539/540? 5422) 10 (n, 55) 
Gelasius, abbot of Great Lavra 9f. 
George, abbot of Great Lavra 11 
Germanus of Constantinople 27 (n. 149) 
Great Lavra (Judaean desert) 8f 

Gregory of Nazianzus 38 

Gregory Thaumaturgus 51 


Harnack, Adolf von 73f. 

Hombergen, Daniel 13 (n.70),74 

“Home Synod” of Constantinople, 536 18ff 

Hypatius, bishop of Ephesus 8 (n. 44), 10 
(n. 55), 17, 526, 

hypostasis 27ff., 76 

hypostatic union 76f. 


Tbas of Edessa 6 
incorruptibility of Christ’s humanity 40-44 
Innocent of Maroneia, Letter to Thomas 17 


Januensis 27 (manuscript in Genoa) 80 
John of Caesaraea 3,40 (n. 265), 57, 62 
John of Damascus 16,57f,93 
John the Hesychast (monk, disciple of 
Sabas) 9 
John of Skythopolis, “neo- 
Chalcedonian” 22,52 (n.345) 
(Ps.-) John Maron, Libellus Fidei 58 
John Maxentius 3 
Julian of Halicarnassus 4f., 39f,, 42 (1.276), 
62 
Julius of Rome 51f. 
Justin I, Emperor (518-27) 2 
Justinian I, Emperor (527-65) 2f, 5 
Christological position 40,52 (n. 345) 
Christological writings 57,78 
edict against “three chapters” 12 (n.65) 


Laudianus Graecus 925 (manuscript in 
Oxford) 79. 
Leontius of Byzantium, life of 3-25 
Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum 50-3, 
70f. 
at collatio of 532.17 
at “home synod” of 536 20f 
author of the six treatises 15-17 
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Christology of 49,72-8 
chronology of works 49 (n. 326) 
“collected edition” of works in 
antiquity 50 ; 
Contra Aphthartodocetas 39-44 
Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos 
27-32 
Deprehensio et Triumphus super 
Nestorianos 44-50 
designation of author in works 4 
early life and education 4 
Epaporémata (Thirty Chapters against 
Severus) 37-9 
Epilyseis (Solution of Arguments of 
Severus) 32-7 
florilegia in works 54-72 
fragments attributed to Leontius 53-4 
manuscripts of works 78-88 
Mary, understanding of 42 
name common in sixth century 15 
opponents, allusions to 5 
Origenism of 12-15, 48 
passibility of Christ in humanity 42 
political strategy 48-9 
scholia in manuscripts 94-6 
“strict Chalcedonian” 75f. 
“substantial union’ in Christ 77 
terminology 77 
works 4,25-54 
Leontius ofJerusalem 57, 73 
Liberatus, archdeacon of Carthage, 
chronicler 11 (n.58) 
Loofs, Friedrich 73 


Macarius, patriarch of Jerusalem 11 
Mai, Cardinal Angelo 96 
Marcianus, monastery of 9 
Marcianus Graecus Z 575 (manuscript in 
Venice) 83 
Martyrius, monastery of (Judaean desert) 8 
Mary: possessed normal human natute 42 
Maximus Confessor 78,79 
Melitas, abbot of Great Lavra 8f. 
Menas, Patriarch of Constantinople 11 
(n. 58), 18f. 
“monophysites” 7 
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_ Nature: definable reality 76 
relation of human nature to the 
supernatural 43 
as uniting many hypostases 30 
Nature of Christ: composite? 34 
distinction of natures 35f 
singular? 34 
Nicephorus I, Patriarch of 
Constantinople 57,93 
Nonnus, monk of Judaean desert 7f., 9f,, 
41,17,94 
“Neo-Chalcedonian’” Christology 2, 
13,49 
Nestorians, sixth century 6, 32,46 
New Lavra (Judaean desert) 7f. 9 
Nicephorus I, Patriarch of 
Constantinople 57,93 
Nicetas Choniates, twelfth-century 
chronicler 54,94 
number, as individualizing generic 
substance 33,38 


“one composite nature” in Christ 34 

Origen, condemnation of (sixth 
century) 11,48f. 

Origenists, sixth century 6-15, 48f 

Otto, Stefan 74 


Parisinus Graecus 1335 (manuscript in 
Paris) 82f. 

Parisinus Suppl. Gr. 163 (manuscript in 
Paris) 80, 84f. 

Paul of Samosata 46 ,67f. 

Dialogue with Malchion 82 

Paul the Tabennesiot, Patriarch of 
Alexandria 10 

Pelagius, Roman deacon 10 (n. 55), 11 
(n.58) 

Peter, bishop of Apamaea 19 

Peter, Patriarch of Jerusalem 10 

Phillippicus Graecus 80 (manuscript in 
Berlin) 82 

Philoxenus of Mabbug 23 (n. 136) 

Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople 78 

Possevino, Antonio, SJ 98f. 

Proclus of Constantinople 47 


properties, natural 39 
prosépon (perceptible role,“persona’) 76 


Rabbula of Edessa 47 
relationship, category of 30, 38 
Relton, Herbert 74 


Sabas, St 7f., 18 

Salviati, Cardinal Giovanni 78,97 

Saoli, Filippo, bishop of Brugnato 81 

“scholastic” theology in sixth 
century 3 

“Scythian monks” 3 

Serapion of Thmuis 80 

Seripando, Cardinal Girolamo 97 

Severus of Antioch 4,19, 33,53 (n. 344), 57; 
626. 

“singular natures” 34 

Sirleto, Cardinal Guglielmo 97 

Sirmond, Jacques 82 

“Sleepless monks”: see Akoimetai 

Sophronius, abbot of monastery of 
Theodosius 9f. 

soul-body analogy for two natures in 
Christ 29 


Theodora, Empress 19 

Theodore Abu Qurra 81 

‘Theodore Askidas, monk of New Lavra 
(later bishop of Caesaraea) 8ff., 11, 
12 (n. 65), 19, 48 

Theodore of Mopsuestia 6, 45-7, 65 

fragments of works on Christology 65 

Theodore of Skythopollis, critic of 
Origen 14 

Theodoret of Cyrus 6 

Theodosius, Monastery of 9 

Theorian, twelfth-century 
controversialist 58 

“Three chapters” controversy in West 6,49 
(n. 325) 

Timothy Aclurus, anti-Chalcedonian 66f. 

Timothy of Berytus, Apollinarian 70, 80 

Titus of Bostra 80 


Torres, Francisco, SJ (Turrianus) 7,81, 
95-100. 
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“Hoplotheca” {theological armory) 98f. 
scholarly activities 97f. 
Trent, Council of 97 
Trinity: concepts related to Christology 38, 
75 


Union in Christ 31, 36,39 
“final product” (apotelesma) 36 
not same as nature 39 


Valentinus, Apollinarian 70 

Vaticanus Graecus 2195 (manuscript) 
78f., 85f. 

Vigilius of Rome, Pope 10 (n. 55), 66 


Zachary of Mytilene 81 

Zeno, emperor (474-91) 1 

Zoilus, Patriarch of Alexandria 11 
Zooras, Stylite of Constantinople 19 


Index to Works of Leontius 


English Translation 


accidents distinguish hypostases 308f. 
Agapius, Apollinarian 542f, 
Andrew, bishop of Sidon 5608. 
anthropological model of 
Incarnation 134-41, 150-63 
Apollinarian community 526f. 
Apollinarius, hid behind Arian 
conflict 446f. 
revered teacher 542f. 
works 528-35, 542-59 
Arius 128f.,428f.,, 446f. 


Athanasius: rejected by “Nestorians” 416f. 


corresponded with Apollinarius 438f. 
used as pseudonym by 
Apollinarians 526f.,558f,, 568f. 


Barsaumas, disciple of Theodore 426f. 
Basil of Caesaraea 440f, 
begetting of Son as human 

impossible 486-91 


Cappadocian Fathers: rejected by 
“Nestorians” 416f. 
Cataphronius, Apollinarian 534-37 
“Catholic” Epistles rejected by 
Theodore 422f. 
Chalcedon, Council of: claimed by 
“Nestorians” 416f. 
rejects “Nestorian” Christology 444f. 
characteristics, natural 308-11 
hypostatic 326f. 
characteristics unite Son to Father, to us, in 
different ways 326-9 
Christ as new Adam 378-81 
called “Son of God” as a holy human 
being 476f. 
inadequate models of his personal 
unity 444f. 
must be like us to save us 348f., 354f. 


Chronicles, Books of, rejected by 
Theodore 424f. 

circumscription of Logos in 
Incarnation 140-5 

completeness of Christ's humanity and 
divinity 324f. 

“composite nature” in Christ cannot be 
simple 318-23 

composition 282~5, 332f. 

conception, bearing of Jesus by Mary 
352f, 

his gradual human development 384f. 

confusion of natures 168-75, 302f. 

consubstantiality of Christ with Father and 
us 324f. 

controversy with Antiochenes is about 
“manner of the Mystery” 442f. 

corruptibility of Christ’s flesh 364-9 

creed of Nicaea revised by Theodore 424f. 

Cyril of Alexandria 440f., 446f. 


death of Christ 366f., 376f. 
difference not the same as separation 
316f. 
differences, constitutive 324f. 
Diocaesarea, Letter of Apollinarius to 
bishops assembled there 560f. 
Diodore of Tarsus 494-9 
controversy with Apollinarius 554f. 
indwelling of Word in Jesus 494f. 
no “two births” of Son 496f. 
Christ Son of David 496f. 
saving purpose of death of Christ 498f. 
Christ Son of God “by grace” 494f. 
Christ Temple of God 496f. 
Diodorus, Apollinarian 534f. 
Dionysius, Apollinarian 548f. 
distinction of agents in sayings of 
Christ 488f. 
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division: actuality precedes concept 298f,, 
302. 


elements united: complete and 
incomplete 304f. 

Epiphanius of Salamis 434f. 

exchange of qualities 170f, 342f. 

exchange of names for Christ 476-9 

Eucharistic presence as test of 
Christology 492f. 

Eunomius 426f. 

Eusebius of Dorylaeum, Contestatio 500-5 

Eutyches 128f, 444f, 

Ezra, Book of: rejected by Theodore 424f. 


flesh of Christ: like my flesh 348f., 536-9, 
542-5 
same substance as God (according to 
Apollinarius) 546-9, 552f. 
formulas for speaking of union in Christ: 
less important than the realities 
united 444f. 
“one nature after the union” 292f. 
“one nature, from two natures” 314-17, 
330f. 
“one nature, made flesh” 294f., 320-3 


Gnostics 342f. 

Gregory of Nazianzus 440f, 568f. 

Gregory of Nyssa 440f. 

Gregory the Wonder-Worker (used as 
pseudonym by Apollinarians) 438f,, 
526f., 558f., 568f. 


Hell: its punishments do not corrupt 
bodies 364f. 
Christ “not abandoned to Hell” 368-71 
heresies and synods 286-9 
Homonius, Apollinarian; correspondent of 
Timothy of Berytus 542-59 
human nature: one, although 
composite 150-55 
humanity of Christ capable of corruption, 
was not corrupted 368-71 
did not pre-exist Incarnation 306f. 
pre-lapsarian in qualities? 376-9 
“subsists in the Logos” 306f. 


undergoes normal human experiences 
and needs 344f,, 350f,, 372-5, 378f. 

works our salvation 346f. 

hypostasis, definition of 126f., 134f.,272f., 

308f. 

relationship to nature 
(substance) 132-5,284~-7, 
296f,, 326-9 

possibility of two complete hypostases in 
Christ 144-7 


Imitation of Christ 380f 
impassibility of Word 342f. 
Incarnation of Word, Apollinarian model 
of 560-5 
incorruptibility of humanity of Christ 342f. 
indwelling as mode of divine presence in 
Christ, us 454-8, 486f,, 494f,, 
508-11 
God dwells in Christ “as in aSon” 456-9, 
490f. 
not simply by divine activity 522f. 
Introduction (a poPewpia) 114-23 


Job, Book of 422f. 

John Chrysostom: rejected by 
“Nestorians” 416f. 

regained Theodore to monastic 

life 420. 

Joshua, son of Nun 474f. 

Jovius, Apollinarian 534f. 

Julian (of Halicarnassus) 340f. 

Julius of Rome, Pope (used as pseudonym 
by Apollinarians) 526f., 558f., 568f. 


Leo, annihilated position of Eutyches 444f. 


Macedonius 446f. 
Manichees 342f. 
Marcellus of Ancyra 444f. 
Mary “bore a man like us” (Paul of 
Samosata) 504-7,510-13 
not transformed in body to bear 
Christ 350-5 
conceived Jesus by power of the 
Spirit 352f. 
miracles of Christ 360-3 
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mixing of soul and body requires divine 
power 300f. 
modality 162-9 


names, common and proper 328f. 
natural activities: related to preternatural 
and supernatural 358-61 
nature (substance): 
“one composite nature” in Christ 282-5 
nature and the conception (éivota) of 
nature 290-3 
characterized by consistent 
qualities 306f,, 314f. 
nature as generic and as 
individual 270-3 
natureandhypostasis:how related 132-5, 
178f., 326f. 
characterized by one intelligible 
substance 314f. 
nature and union 300f. 
Christ must be two natures after the 
union 324f. 
unique objects said to be one 
nature 284-7 
natures of Christ share qualities and 
experiences with each other 364f. 
“Nestorians”: condemned along with 
Nestorius himself 446f. 
critical of monastic life 416-19 
Leontius’s early experiences with 
them 412-15 
model of Christ’s person 444f., 476f. 
only recognize Diodore and Theodore as 
authorities 416f. 
political influence 416f. 
resemble modalist Trinitarian 
theologians 444f. 
Nestorius 128f., 342f.,, 436f, 444f. 
attitudes of current “Nestorians” to 
him 418-21 
sayings quoted 500-5 
nuinber and individuation 272-7 
number not cause of separation 316f,, 
318f., 330-3 


oneness by union different from natural 
oneness 156f. 
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Origen 438f. 
otherness of humanity and divinity 
318f. 


Paregorius 534f. 
participation of humanity in divine 
titles 478f. 
mutual participation of God and flesh in 
each other 546f. 
parts, perfect and imperfect 136-41 
Paul of Samosata 444f., 500-13 
followers (“Paulinians”) 530f. 
letter of synod condemning him 
506-9 
perfection, incorruptibility, given to us 
gradually by grace 382f. 
Photinus of Sirmium 444f. 
Polemius, teacher of Timothy of 
Berytus 534f.,542f. 
political character of debates on 
Christ 126-9 
Proclus of Constantinople, refuted 
Nestorius 446f. 
properties belong to things, indicate 
natures 324f. 
Psalms, inscriptions of: rejected by 
Theodore 422f. 


Rabbula of Edessa, attacked by 
“Nestorians” 446f. 

relation, category of 316f. 

relationships defining Christ 146-51 

resurrection of bodies: union of incomplete 
parts 304f. 


Sabellius 128f. 
Sarapion (of Antioch?) 438-41, 542f. 
Severus (of Antioch) 340f. 
Song of Songs: rejected by Theodore of 
Mopsuestia 422f. 
sonship, natural 168f. 
soul of Christ necessary for our 
salvation 348f. 
soul-body analogy for Incarnation 140f. 
sufferings of Christ 354-7 
not due to sin on his part 358f. 
result of his human nature 358-61 
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supernatural does not abrogate the 
natural 358f. 
synthesis of two natures in Christ 288-93 


terminology same for Trinity, Incarnation 
(relying on Gregory of 
Nazianzus) 128-31,178f., 276-83, 
304f,, 3186. 
testimony of the Fathers 176-9, 270f., 
286-91, 296f., 326f., 374f., 386f. 
Theodore of Mopsuestia 420-37 
“assumed man’ Christology 482f,, 
490-3. 
baptism of Jesus the start of special 
relationship to God 464f.,, 478f. 
divided Christology 424f, 430f., 472f, 
478f. 
exegetical positions 420-5, 450f. 
Eucharistic anaphora of 424f. 
grace given to Jesus to make him model 
for us 482f. 
indwelling, modes of 452-9, 470f., 482f. 
On the Incarnation, hard to find 448f. 
Jesus specially guided by Word 458-63 
Jesus led by the Holy Spirit 464f. 
Jesus’s fear of death 434f.,470f. 
Jesus’s limited knowledge, virtue 432f. 
natures of God and man remain distinct 
in Christ 466-9 
problem text: John 1.14 468f. 
questions divine judgment 426f. 
rejects (most of) Book of Job, Song 
of Songs, inscriptions of Psalms, 
Books of Chronicles, Ezra, Catholic 
Epistles from Biblical canon 
422-5 
revises Creed of Nicaea 424f. 
similarity to Eunomius, other 
heretics 426f.,436f. 
temptations of Christ 480f. 


theological positions: creation, the fall, 
angels, Antichrist 428-31. 
union of Logos and human in 
prosépon 466f. 474f. 
works translated into Armenian, 
Syriac 428f. , 
virtues of Jesus 480f. 
Theophilus of Alexandria 420f. 
Timothy of Berytus, radical disciple of 
Apollinarius 438f.,542f,, 568-71 
torch, analogy of 170-3 
transformation of the natural: in qualities, 
not natural structure 360f, 


unconfused realities of humanity and 
divinity in Christ 316f. 
union, logical (and distinction) 168-71, 
326f. 
of divine and human contains the 
incommunicable 300f. 
does not abolish Christ’s natural human 
qualities 354~7 
manner of 162-9 
natural or by grace 168f. 
of natures, not of hypostases 294f. 
by relationship 166f. 
substantial, concrete union of 
essences 164f., 444f. 
substantial union denied by Paul of 
Samosata 508f. 
unconfused and inseparable union 166f,, 
172-5, 302-5 
Uranius 534f. 


Valentinus (Apollinarian writer) 526f. 
virginal conception of Jesus: unique 554f. 


Wisdom dwelt uniquely in Christ 510-13 
Word acts as the “inner man” in 
Christ 444£, 508f. 


Greek Terms 


éxépado: (abusive name for 
anti-Chalcedonians) 270f. 

dixpa evwais 544 

axpopirccdgous 126 

GAAos, BAAotos 272 

dvrvdoats Ta idrwpatwy 170-2 

dvOpwrrordéxos (title for Mary) 482-5 

arAq pias 318 

dmroréAeopa of union 284,294, 304 

dpxat, mpurar dépyas (of our 
understanding of Christ) 442 

&pbapros (of Christ's humanity) 340f. 


diaipeots 292 
Sedcptors 298 
Stagopda 324 


Exdeois cuppwvodca TH rav Tin 526 
évavtiodoKyrat 128,338 
évépyeva of God gives life to Christ's 
flesh 522 
évurréatarov 132-4 
évoiknacs (of God in creation, saints, 
Christ) 452-8, 482f. 
évorns Cwrixy of Word and flesh 556 
évwars (different from 76 pice: Ev) 156 
dxpa évwos 544 
causes Christ’s flesh to be considered 
divine 544 
causes Christ’s flesh to be 
incorruptible 348 
in category of 76 wpds te 316f. 
kat’ obaiay re Kai obauBdys Kal 
évurréararos evwats 164; cf, 444 
évwors Kal drdoracw 520 
évwos kata axeow 166 
péya jvaTipiov Tis Evoaews 380 
rekewraty evwors 552 
émtvora 288-92 
as distinguished from évépyeva 290 


éroupavios avOpwrros (Apollinarian 
phrase) 564 

eddoxia (as mode of divine 
indwelling) 454-6 


Geo8dxos avOpwros (referring to 
Jesus) 516 
Gcordxos (title for Mary) 484,512 


ididspoara (iSidryTEs) 
ovarwmorot 308-10, 318, 
324 


Kpaots 552 
pépy 160-2 
peatrys 506f, 
ptérs 172 


otkovopnia 296 
dpoovotos TH Tarpi ae Hytv (of 
Christ) 324, 328, 542-6 
does apply to flesh of Christ and 
Father 546 
does not apply to flesh of Christ and 
Father 528, 534,538 


madyricai duvdpecs (of soul) 142 

rrabyrdv (of Christ's humanity) 364 

mapaberypa (Christ) 380 

areprypapy (of soul, Logos) 140 

mpéawrrov as focus of union in Christ for 
Theodore 466-8 


odpxwots (of Word) 532,554 

ovykaardBaocts in Incarnation 300 

abyxvots 168, 292-4 

oupBeByKdra. 308 

otvvGects implies genuine plurality 282, 
318-20, 332-5 

ovvovotwots 512 


